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FOREWORD

Late last year, the Committee on Foreign Relations heard Secretary 
of State Cyrus R. Vance and the Honorable Paul C. Warnke, Director 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, in executive session 
on efforts to achieve a new Strategic Arms Limita tion Treaty. At  the 
conclusion of the second hearing, the committee voted to ask the 
executive branch to sanitize the two hearings and the questions for the 
record for public release. Th is committee print is being released pu r
suant to tha t decision.

In early January, the Department and the Agency provided sani
tized transc ripts  of Air. Vance’s and Mr. Warnke’s testimony. I wrote 
to Mr. Vance and Mr. Warnke asking a fur ther effort to avoid unnec
essary classification.

On March 27, Secretary Vance responded and provided a final sani
tized version of his transcript. Mr. Warnke responded subsequently. 
My January  9 letter to Secretary Vance and the letters from Mr. Vance 
and Mr. Warnke follow. With  the exception of the deletion by the 
committee of a portion  of the November 3 transcript, all deletions were 
made at  the request of the executive branch.

IV)



United States Senate,
Committee on F oreign Relations,

D.C., January 9, 1978.Hon. Cyrus R. Vance,
Secretary of State ,
Washington, D.G.

Dear Mr. S ecretary: As you will recall, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations voted on November 29 to ask the Department of State to 
sanitize the transcript of your November 3 testimony and answers 
provided for the record on the status of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. The committee has just received a sanitized transcript of tha t 
hearing from the Department, together with completely classified answers for the record.

Upon review, it is clear tha t the materials provided, in the ir present 
form, would be unacceptable for printing. A committee pr int  of these materials would add little, if anything, to the public understanding of SALT. '

T believe it is very impor tant tha t the sanitized transcrip t and answers fo r the record should include as much as possible in regard 
to the negotiat ing situation  and the various limitations and controls 
under discussion. Given the fact tha t so much of this materia l is already on the public record, both officially and unofficially, continued 
insistence on the complete privacy of the negotiation woidd appear to be pointless and counterproductive.

Of course, legitimate security requirements must be recognized and respected, but I  am convinced that if deletions are made only 
when absolutely necessary, the resulting committee p rint will be an 
impor tant and useful public document. If  the Congress and the 
American people are to have an opportuni ty to reach a sound and 
informed judgment on the SALT effort now and on a trea ty later, 
maximum disclosure, consistent with national security requirements, is very important.

Accordingly, I ask that you determine the maximum extent to 
which your discussion of the current  status of  the SALT negotiations 
and the w ritten answers to questions can be put  on the public record, and tha t you direct your staff to work with the committee staff so 
that a substantially improved sanitized version of the transcrip t can 
be printed  at the earliest possible date.

Sincerely,
J ohn Sparkman.

The Secretary of State,
Washington, March 27, 1978.

Hon. J ohn J. Sparkman,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman: As we discussed on the telephone, T have 
strong reservations about the public release of those portions of my

(VI)
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tes timony  before yo ur  com mitt ee on N ovember 3 wh ich  discuss  specific 
U.S. and Sovie t ne go tia tin g posit ion s on SA LT . I  believe release 
of th is tes tim ony at  the prese nt tim e cou ld be ha rm fu l to these ex
trem ely sensitive ong oin g negotia tions  an d wou ld no t be in ou r bes t 
inte rest s.

In  a n effo rt to  be resp ons ive  to  the  committee ’s reques t fo r dec lass i
fication of as  much o f th e t ra ns cr ip t as possib le, we hav e taken  a no the r 
look at  the tes tim ony . Enc losed is a copy of  th e gal ley  proo f of  th is  
tes timony  mark ed  wi th  wh at  I  con sider necessa ry dele tions. I  ap pr e
cia te your  un de rs tand ing of  my concern s abou t publi c release of  my 
comments on specif ic ne go tia tin g pro posal s and hop e th at th e tr an 
scrip t in th is  form wil l be acc eptable fo r publi ca tio n by  your  
committee.

Le t me a dd  how mu ch I  value the  counsel which  I  receive fro m you 
and the othe r mem bers  of the Senate Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mitt ee. 
It  i s p reci sely  because of  my des ire to  m aintain a free an d un inhib ite d 
dialogue wi th  the commit tee th at I  feel so str on gly about public  
release of th is  tes tim ony at  th is  cr iti ca l junc ture  in ou r ne go tia tin g 
process.

Sincerely ,
Cyrus Vance .

Enc losu re.
U.S . A rms Control and D isarmament A gency,

TFasAwn/fow, Ap ril  6,1978.
lion . J ohn  J . Spark man ,
Chairman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. C hair man  : Th is is in fu rther  refere nce  to your  le tte r of 
Ja nuar y 11 req uesting  ad dit ion al sani tiz ati on  of  my November 29 
tes tim ony b efore the Com mit tee on SA LT .

The gal ley  proo fs of  my Novemb er 29 tes tim ony, as it  sta nd s wi th 
the fu rther  decla ssif icat ion w orked ou t b etween the NS C staf f an d the  
com mit tee staf f, conta in the  d ele tion s I  con sider necessary at  th is  time  
to avo id preju dice  to  the  successful conc lusion of  th e SA LT  
neg otia tion s.

As  Se cretary  of  St at e Van ce ind ica ted  in  h is Ma rch  27, 1978 let te r 
to you,  the execut ive  b ranc h has st ro ng  r ese rva tions  abou t t he  public 
relea se now of  po rtion s of  tes tim ony befor e your  com mit tee whi ch 
discuss specific  de tai ls of  the U.S. an d Sovie t SA LT  nego tia tin g 
pos itions.

I value ou r close wo rking  rel ati on sh ip  wi th  the com mit tee on on
going  negotia tions , an d feel  the benefit  of  yo ur  advice can  bes t be 
preserved  b y a free exchange of  inf or mat ion in confidence, when con 
fid en tia lity is r equ ired.

Very truly  yours,
P aul C. W arnke .





BRIE FING S ON THE SALT NEGOTIATIONS

T H U R SD A Y , N O V EM BER  3,  19 77

United States Senate,
Committee ox Foreign Relations,

IV asking ton, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a.m., in room S-116, 

the Capitol Building, the Honorable John Sparkman (chairman of the 
committee) presiding.
Prese nt: Senators Sparkman, Church, Pell, McGovern, Clark, Biden, 

Glenn, Stone, Sarbanes, Case, Javits,  Percy, Griffin, and Baker.
Also p rese nt: Senators Cranston, Kennedy, and Mathias.
Also present from the executive br anch : Douglas  Bennet, Assistan t 

Secretary of State for Congressional Relat ions; Leslie Gelb, director, 
Politico-Military Affairs, Department of Stat e; Kathie Smith, Office 
of Congressional Relations, Department of S tate ; Alan Pla tt, special 
assistant for Congressional Relations, Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency; and Walter Slocum, SA LT (Strateg ic Arms Limi ta
tions Talks) Task Force, Department of Defense.

The Chairman. Mr. Secretary, we are very glad to have you here 
today. I want to  thank you for coming, especially for coming so soon. 
We always look forward to your g iving us reports on your many and 
varied travels and conferences.

Proceed as you see fit.
STATEMENT BY HON. CYRUS R. VANCE, SECRETARY OF STATE

Secretary Vance. I  do have an opening statement which I would like 
to go to. Mr. Chairman.

The Chairman. We would be very glad to have you read that,  if you 
wish.

Secretary Vance. F irs t let me say that I am very happy to have the 
opportunity to meet with the committee again today to continue the 
process of consultation on SALT, which we have started  at  our earlier 
meetings.

I think  that  you share our view tha t SALT is one of the most im
portant negotiations this country has undertaken. If  SALT succeeds, 
we will have strengthened our nationa l security by stabilizing the 
strategic  arms race, by making an important s tar t in the effort to re
duce strategic  arms stockpiles, and by placing constraint s on the 
development of future weapons systems.

If  SALT fails, the  world will be a less safe place to live in, and by 
our fa ilure we will be condemned to undertake greater defense expen
ditures in a fruitless effort to rectify th at situation.

(1)
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The kind of SALT agreement I see developing is one tha t will improve our relative military position, build a still more durable and cooperative relationship, and make a major  step toward the President's goal of imposing meaningful restraints  and reductions on the nuclear arms race.
I want today to review briefly the highlights of our proposals which I  outlined  for  you at our last  meeting. I also then want to bring you up to date on the status of the negotiations at Geneva where a number of  developments have taken place since our last session.But I also want to use this opportunity  to step back for a few moments from the complexities and details of the talks  to look at what it is that we are tr ying to  accomplish in SALT.I am afra id tha t we sometimes lose sight of our broader interests as we become engrossed in the details of the talks.I want to show you how our current proposals help us further  those goals, and finally, I ’d also like to reflect a bit on what I believe the consequences might be if  the negotiations  should fail.Senator Clark. Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman. Yes, Senator Clark.

HE AR ING PROCEDURE

Senator Clark. In view of the fact that  there is a vote on and there are at this time very few members here, I wonder if  i t would not be wise for us to take a brief  recess in order to vote.
The Chairman. I  was going to suggest that. Ordin arily we would stagger  our voting, leaving one at a time. But I think  tha t since we are just start ing, it would be better for all of us to briefly recess and cast our votes.
Senator Griffin. We could probably bring  a few colleagues back with us.
The Chairman. Tha t is a very good suggestion.Mr. Secretary, please excuse us while we take a brief recess to go and vote.
TA brief  recess was taken.]
The Chairman. Mr. Secretary, are you prepared to resume your report ?
Secretary Vance. Yes, sir. I am all set.
The Chairman. Very well. Let the committee come back to order, please.
The Secretary was ge tting ready to read  his statement when we had to answer the rollcall.
Mr. Secretary, we would be very happy for you to resume.Secretary Vance. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

HIG HL IG HT S OF U .S . PROPOSAL

Let me now devote a very few minutes to summarize for you the highlights of the U.S. proposal.
[Deleted.]
We are still negotiat ing a set of agreed principles which would govern SALT TIT. We see SALT IT and SALT Ti l as a continuum leading toward comprehensive reductions and constraints  on destabilizing technology.
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For our part,  we are determined to seek greater reductions and even 
tigh ter qualitat ive constraints  in any fu ture  talks.

That , in essence, is our proposal. There are, of  course, a number of 
details, provisions which 1 would be happy to  go into if you have ques
tions after  my presentation.

NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Now, let me turn to new developments.
These have happened since I last met with you.
Virtually all the remaining issues have been turned  over to our 

delegations in Geneva.
As you know, Paul Warnke  has gone to Geneva and has been trying  

to get agreement on the  basis of our proposal. [Deleted.]
We have made significant progress, resolved a number of major 

issues with Gromyko, and have the outlines of a new agreement in 
sight.

W H A T W E AR E TRYIN G TO ACCOM PL IS H

Now let me tu rn to the question of what we are try ing  to accom
plish in SALT.

It  is important tha t we have a clear unders tanding of  what SALT 
is all about, what it can and cannot realistica lly do.

During recent years there have been a lot of unrea listic expectations 
for SALT. Some have seen SALT as a way of cutting deeply into de
fense spending. Others have hoped that  SALT could somehow elimi
nate all th reats against our own forces.

In  past years, we often heard the notion tha t SALT would usher in 
a whole new era of United States-Soviet cooperation and would help 
to do away with military rival ry across the board.

These hopes are legitimate goals that  we should pursue. But we have 
to realize tha t they are not, in themselves, readily obtainable, given 
the nature  of our relations with the Soviet Union as they now exist.

Politica l circumstances govern the limits of arms control, and I 
don’t believe tha t the Soviets are ready at this point to go all the way 
to comprehensive disarmament schemes. We must, and will, rely on 
our own prudent efforts to meet our strategic objectives.

I want to tell you frankly tha t the choice in my view is between 
an agreement—a good agreement—which is within our grasp, or no 
agreement at all. I t is against this standard  tha t we have to measure 
what we have achieved, not against some ideal agreement tha t as a 
practical matte r we cannot hope to conclude.

From the perspective of the United  States and its allies, we have 
three fundamental objectives in pursuing the SALT process with the 
Soviets.

Any SALT agreement must, above all. preserve the  security of the 
United  States and its allies : at a minimum it should maintain  and, if 
possible, enhance strategic stabil ity between ourselves and the Soviets; 
it must and it should support and give substance to a political rela
tionship  with the Soviets which reduces tensions and controls 
competition.

With  respect to our objective of strategic stabil ity, I thin k we all 
agree t hat  the destructive power of each side is f ar in excess of  what
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could rationa lly be required  by eithe r side to mainta in strategic deterrence.
Moreover, technology threatens to produce new weapons which could destabilize this balance by giving one side the illusion of a 

temporary advantage. Any SALT agreement should, therefore, lower the levels of strategic  forces o f both sides, and should also restrain those technological improvements which threaten the balance. This 
has been a goal which, until this prospective agreement, has eluded us in SALT.

Any SALT agreement must be consistent with our own security, and tha t of our allies. This means th at any agreement must leave us 
and our allies at least as strong relative to the Soviet Union as the 
situation which would exist in the absence of an agreement.

SALT cannot leave us or our allies in the position where we are vulnerable to nuclear coercion. This means, in my opinion, tha t in 
SALT we must preserve the principle of rough parity .

POL ITIC AL DI M EN SI ON IN  SALT PROCESS

In  addition to these fundamental objectives concerning our strategic 
and security relationships with the Soviets, the SALT process has an important political dimension with respect to United States-Soviet 
and overall East-West relations.

It  would have been almost inconceivable 10 years ago to imagine the situation  which we have today in which two adversaries discuss 
on a systematic and rat ional basis security interests of the utmost importance to both sides.

This central fact has created the foundations for a politica l relation
ship wi th the Soviets that reduces the tensions of the cold war and sets some important boundaries to our ideological, and political, and mili
tary  competition. Given tha t we preserve and protect  our essential strategic and security interests in an agreement, the fact of the on
going SA LT process, then, serves this  important policy objective.

SALT is a bargaining process. Certainly we don’t agree with many of the concepts set for th by the Soviets. They, too, have a different view of our proposals.
The aim of the negotiations is to reach a fai r and equitable agree

ment, for without fairness and equity, there  can be no agreement.
Up to now we. have been looking at SALT from our point of view, 

in terms of what is in our interest . Many of these ideas were carefully incorporated in our Moscow comprehensive proposal which repre
sented the central core of what we would like, in an agreement.

Obviously the  Soviets saw tha t proposal in a much different fash
ion and rejected it as an attempt to gain what they call “unilateral advantage.”

We then entered into a process, as one normally does in negotiations, of seeking adjustments  in the star ting  positions of both sides that would serve our purposes and move us toward our goals. In this 
process we have not abandoned the goals set forth in the Moscow pro
posal, and, in fact, have moved the Soviets a considerable distance to
ward accepting ideas in our Moscow proposals which they flatly rejected at th at time.
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W HAT PROPOSED AG RE EM EN T WOULD  DO

As  to  th e agreem ent , we have t ried  to  ref lect these b road  concerns in 
a num ber o f specific ta sks fo r S AL T.  W e be lieve  ou r cur rent  pro posal s 
reflect those goa ls in a numb er of  fund am en ta l ways.

F ir s t and fore most, the agree ment would  es tab lish equal aggre gates  
betw een the  sides and at  lower levels  th an  agree d to  in SA LT  I  or  
la te r at  V lad ivostok.

Th is agreeme nt would  reinfo rce  th e pr inc iple of  overa ll str ateg ic  
equivalence.

I t  wo uld  place ove ral l l im its  on Sovie t forces thro ug h 1985. I t  would 
also pu t im po rtan t lim its  on Sov iet M IR V ’d I CBM ’s, precise ly those 
forces whi ch we see as po ten tia lly  most up se tting  to the str ate gic 
sta bi lity.

Th is agr eem ent  would  req uir e the Sov iets  to tak e dow n about 300 
str ate gic de livery  vehicles—ac tua lly  to  dis ma ntl e systems  now  ta r
geted  aga ins t the  Un ite d Sta tes . In  ad dit ion , the  re su lta nt  So vie t force  
level would  be well  below o ur  best  e stim ate  of  t he ir  for ce level  in the 
absence o f a  S A LT ag reem ent .

Our  p rogra ms , i n contr ast , could  go  fo rw ard as planned.  [Dele ted .]
Eq ua lly  impo rtan t is t he fac t th at fo r the  fi rst  tim e we a re tryin g to  

reach an agree me nt with signif icant qu al ita tiv e co ns tra int s on offen
sive weapons. [De lete d.]

We hav e h ea rd  a  g reat  deal about wiia t t he  SALT  ag ree me nt t ak in g 
sha pe would  do about the  po ten tia l Sovie t c apac ity  t o launch a str ike  
ag ain st our M inu tem an IC BM  forc e.

I f  we can achieve  wha t we have pro posed  on qu al ita tiv e restr ic 
tion s, it  w ould have the effect of  slowin g dow n t he  t ime  by which  t he 
Sov iets  could hope to a cqu ire such a cap ab ili ty .

We  have sought to do wh at is possible to constra in the  t hr ea t t o our 
land-b ase d IC BM ’s. We  conclud ed th a t in ter ms of  th is  objective, a 
lim it on all  M IR V ’d IC BM ’s w as at  lea st as adv ant age ous as a lim it 
on mo dem  lar ge  ba lli sti c miss iles, and could be more so.

More spec ifica lly, th is  agre ement  does go some way t ow ard co ntain
ing  th e po ten tia l th reat  to Minu tem an in two  ways. [De lete d.]

I t  w ould also p lace  a  l im it on the  n um ber o f IC BM ’s that  cun ca rry  
M IR V’s.

In  both resp ects , ou r pro posal  is an adv ance over the  Vladivostok 
agreem ent , which calle d fo r no q ua lit at ive con trols on IC BM ’s a nd  se t 
no se parat e ce ilin g on Soviet M IR V ’d ICBM ’s.

Bu t, given a det erm ine d Sovie t eff or t to  imp rov e the  accuracies  of  
th ei r IC BM  wa rhead s and the nu mber of  wa rheads  th at  cou ld be 
ava ilab le to the Sov iets  un de r ou r pro posed  SA LT  agreem ent , I  can 
no t say  th at  t he  SA LT  I I  accord  w hich is likely  to  em erge  is g oin g to  
prev en t the  Sovie ts fro m eventua lly  ac qu iri ng  such a capabil ity .

Th is observat ion  does no t mean th a t the  pro posed agree me nt has 
fa ile d to do its  job. Ev en  an  agree me nt wi th  tigh te r qu al ita tiv e con
tro ls  may not be able  to accomp lish  t hi s tas k. W ha t we need  to do is 
to  pu t the  Minutem an survivab ili ty  issue  in to  persp ect ive .
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For  one thing, I  do not put much stock in a scenario in which Soviet 
leaders decide to launch a s trike against our land-based forces, since 
it is difficult to imagine how the Soviet leadership would consider that  
the U.S.S.R.  could escape devastating  reta liation,  given our a bility  to 
counter with a large, effective force against their  major  urban targets.

Whatever the fate of our land-based forces, we would retain under 
the. proposed SALT  agreement a powerful sea-based missile force and 
bomber forces. And, we are keeping options open to deal with the 
Minuteman survivability problem, such as allowing R. & D. for mobile 
ICBM ’s.

Final ly, in the absence of a SALT agreement, we would face a far  
more dangerous and unmanageable threat  to our fixed land-based 
forces, since the Soviets would then be totally  unrestra ined from qual
itative and quantitat ive improvements.

More generally, we have tried in our  proposal to get a handle on the 
new technologies we now face, including mobile ICBM’s and cruise 
missiles. [Deleted.]

Cruise missiles would be limited under  the protocol, as I  described 
it. This is an area of major Soviet concern. They have made it clear 
to us t hat  from thei r point of view an agreement must take into ac
count these systems.

We have proposed a way in which our planned programs could go 
forward  in the interim, while we and our allies study (he utili ty of 
these new weapons.

Our proposed cruise missile position would keep cruise missile 
options open for ourselves and for our allies a fter  the protocol period.

QUESTION OF INSU RING ADEQUATE VERIFICATION

We take the question of insuring adequate verification of a SALT 
agreement seriously. It  has been the subject of intensive discussions 
with the Soviet Union and significant studies within the Admin
istration.

It is important  to recognize that  we are moving into a realm of 
SALT limitations in which we cannot expect to be able to verify  
some of the limitations with precise accuracy.

In this situation, we need to look at verification in the context of 
what constitutes an adequate level of verification capability in light 
of our basic strategic concerns.

For  example, we expect to have a very high degree of confidence 
in our ability to verify with precision the proposed limitations of 
the overall numbers of strategic Soviet systems, M IRV’d missiles, 
MIR V’d IC BM’s, et cetera. Verification of cruise missile restrictions , 
on the other hand, will be more difficult.

Nevertheless, we believe that  we have constructed these limitations 
in such a manner tha t they can be adequately verified. In judging 
this adequacy, we weigh the impact of the resul tant uncertainties on 
our overall security aga inst the advantages which accrue from accept
ing such limitations.

Thus, the key question is whether verification uncertainties for a 
part icula r limitation could be significant in endangering our security.

It  is also important to recognize tha t grea t uncertaint ies would 
exist over Soviet weapons programs in the absence of a SALT agree-
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me nt an d to assess o ur  ov era ll sec uri ty si tuat ion under a  S ALT  agre e
ment in i ts e nti re ty . . >.

From  thes e perspectiv es, I  believe we will be in acceptable sha pe 
in the  veri ficatio n a rea.

We sometimes tak e fo r gr an ted th e co ntr ibuti on  which  the SALT 
agreem ents an d the  SA LT process make to  o ur  inte lligence coll ection 
capabil ity .

Na tio na l technica l means are  now  acc epted me thods fo r col lec ting 
inte lligence. In terfe renc e with  n at iona l technica l means is proh ibi ted , 
as are  delibera te concealment measu res  which  imp ede  veri fica tion .

PROPOSED SET OF PR IN CI PL ES  FOR SALT I I I

As you  know, we hav e proposed a set  of  pr inc ipl es  fo r SA LT I I I  
which wou ld be an  i nteg ra l part  of  th is  ag reement. In  those  prin cip les  
we have in corporate d m any  elem ents  from  ou r comprehensiv e p rop osa l 
in an effort to  ob tai n even  gr ea te r red uc tio ns  and tigh te r qu ali tat ive  
lim its  in a  fu tu re  agreem ent .

I th in k ou r pro posal  pu ts us on the righ t roa d fo r the firs t time . 
It  is the  first  step towa rd  red uc ing  forc es on both sides  an d ge tti ng  
an im po rta nt  g rip on th e question o f fut ur e sys tems.

SIT UA TIO N IN  ABSENCE OF AGREE MENT

We believe th is  is a good agreem ent , even  if  it  cannot reso lve all  
the  un ce rta intie s in the  str ate gic re lat ionship . But  le t us tak e a look  
at the  sit ua tio n which wou ld exi st in the absence of any agreem ent .

Inste ad  of the [de lete d] str ate gic nucle ar delivery  systems  allo wed 
under ou r pro posal , we est imate  the Sov iets  could field more th an  
| delete d] in 1985, in the  absence of  any  agreem ent . Th is is a [de leted]  
per cent incre ase over the  sit ua tio n w ith  a S ALT agreem ent .

As  m any as [de leted]  of these would  pro bably  be M IR V’d, in con 
tr as t wi th the  [de lete d] lim it we hav e proposed.  M IR V’d IC BM ’s, 
which we w ould  lim it t o [dele ted ], could,  depend ing  on how the Soviets  
deployed thei r fo rces , be close to [dele ted ].

Th ere  is no doubt t hat  bo th the number o f wa rhe ads  a nd  the  thro w-  
we igh t would  be sig nif icantly gr ea ter .

[Dele ted .]
We, of  course, cou ld counter  t hi s th re at , bu t I  can assu re you  th at  

it would be at gr ea t cost.
I don’t th in k th is  is a sit ua tio n which  ei ther  you or I  wa nt  to see 

develop. I cannot pred ict  all  the  negative politi cal  consequences of  a 
fa ilu re  in SA LT . Giv en the  fac t, however , t hat SA LT  is seen b y both 
sides as a barom ete r of  ou r overall  rel ations, a fa ilu re  would  have 
serious  consequences  on the  bro ader  Ea st- W es t re lati ons.

I  know th at  th is  view is sha red  by  ou r Eu rope an  allies . Fa ilur e to 
reach a SA LT  agr eem ent  wou ld be seen by ma ny as a signal th at  
bo th sides ha d aband oned th ei r efforts  to seek impro ved rel ations.

I am also concerned abo ut the  ser ious im plications  such  an act ion  
wou ld hav e on the  th in ki ng  of  the Sov iet lea dersh ip in th e fu tur e.

Fi na lly , SA LT  is the pr ime exa mple of  a complex en ter pr ise  th at  
drives  to the  very he ar t of ou r na tio na l securi ty.  I t  is filled wi th 
uncertain ties and with  dilemmas. There  are no easy answers and
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no quick solutions. It  requires sophisticated analysis and balanced 
judgments.

committee’s role

This committee has played an historic role in fashioning wide bi
part isan  support for complex internat ional enterprises. The admin
istrat ion has sought to consult closely with the Congress and with 
this committee to provide our views and to help answer your questions.

There is certain to be a wide public debate following any SALT 
agreement. I  ask this committee’s help in  seeing tha t the  debate deals 
with the reality of SALT in a balanced and realistic way. I hope 
that the committee will help us in explaining to the rest of the Senate 
and to the  American people the importance of SALT to our national  
security.

Thank you.
The Chairman. Thank  you. Mr. Secretary.

PROSPECTS FOR WO RKING  OUT DIF FERENC ES W IT H SOVIET UN IO N

What do you think  of the prospects for working out such di ffer
ences as may exist between us and the Soviet Union ?

Secretary Vance. We have a number of difficult problems yet to 
resolve.

It  is my judgment  tha t we will be able to reach agreement on 
these remaining differences, but it will require patience and hard bargaining.

So, it is my conclusion th at we will be able to reach a SALT agree
ment, but I cannot give you any date by which t ha t can be achieved.

The Chairman. It  takes a great deal of patience to work out such 
a situation as this, doesn’t it ?

Secretary Vance. I t does indeed, sir.
The Chairman. Senator  Case?
Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, it is nice to see you.
Secretary Vance. Good morning, Senator.
The Chairman. I can think of a lot of questions to ask, but I know 

everybody wants to ask questions and we have quite a fu ll house here now.
Senator  Case. I  am going to pass now, Mr. Secretary, until  I finish 

reading  your statement, since I came in late and missed par t of it.
Senator  Javits. Are we operat ing under the 10-minute rule ?
The Chairman. Yes; we are.
Senator Case. I would like to reserve my 10 minutes, then.
Please go ahead, Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. We will reserve it for you.
Senator McGovern ?
Senator McGovern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMM ENDATIO N OF WITN ES S

Mr. Secretary, I want to commend you, not only on th is statement. 
I was very much impressed with the way you handled the  Soviet ini
tiative  on the nuclear explosion matter. I thought it was a  positive reaction with just the righ t tone.
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WA SH INGT ON  TOST STORY BY MR.  N1TZE

I know that  this is related only indirectly , but I wanted to com
mend yon on it.

Secretary Vance. Thank yon, Senator.
Senator McGovern. I wonder if you are fami liar with the story 

in yesterday’s Washington Post, in which Mr. Xitze claims to reveal 
the details of the SALT discussion ?

Secretary Vance. I am general ly familiar with the matter.
I have glanced at the document which Mr. Xitze distributed. I have 

not yet had a chance to study it in detail.
I note tha t it consists of two parts, one a purpo rted summary of 

facts, and second, his analysis of the facts and the conclusions which 
he draws with respect to the negotiations, and with respect to the re
sults which would flow from the signing of any such agreement.

Senator McGovern. I  was curious as to whether he had ever dis
cussed his concerns with you private ly, Mr. Secretary, or with your 
associates before he went public.

Secretary Vance. I have in the past discussed with Mr. Xitze his 
concerns about SALT on a number of occasions, both du ring the time 
that he was a member of the SALT delegation and in the early days 
and months of this administrat ion.

I have had only one meeting in the last 3 months with Mr. Xitze, 
at which time we discussed basically the question of civil defense. 
He did not discuss with me in recent weeks the matters which are 
covered in the statement which he issued.

Senator McGovern. I read through the t ranscrip t of his press con
ference. One of the representatives of the Federation of American 
Scientists brought it over to me.

I was personally distressed by the specific nature of the revela
tions. It  seemed to me to be material tha t is clearly classified. I am 
interested to know whether tha t is the Depar tment’s view, whether 
material tha t has been marked classified may have been given to him 
in tha t form and was erroneously released in such a way tha t it could 
complicate the negotiating  process.

Secretary Vance. I have not yet  had a chance to study it in enough 
detail to determine whether or not the factual material which he re
leased is based solely upon what  may have appeared in the news
papers. or whether it goes beyond that . I would have to do th at first 
before I could give you an answer on that.

Senator McGovern. I realize that.
Secretary Vance. Unfortunately, Senator McGovern, there have 

been stories appear ing in a number of newspapers which have gone 
into numbers involved in the SALT negotiations. I think tha t this 
has been harmful,  quite frankly—very harmful. But I do not know 
whether he went beyond what he picked up in the newspapers and has 
additional information which goes beyond that.

It would require a study of his papers to determine that.
Senator  McGovern. At the appropria te time, could we have the 

benefit of your analysis on that ?
Secretary Vance. Yes.
Senator McGovern. It  struck me as a paradox. So much effort was 

expended to track  down Mr. Ellsberg and to prosecute him for the 
24- 43 0— 78------ 3
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relea se o f m ate ria ls dealing  w ith  pas t h istory. He re  you  have a form er 
high  official of  the Gov ernment, a man who certa inl y know s all  the  
rules on na tio na l sec uri ty,  rel eas ing  inform at ion abo ut an  ong oing 
and ext rem ely  sensitive neg otiation. On  t he  sur face, at  least, it  looks 
to me l ike a n e rror  in j udgm ent .

Th an k you, Mr.  Secr eta ry.
Th e Chairm an . Sen ato r Ja vi ts .
Se na tor  J avits. Mr.  Ch air ma n, Se na tor  Pe rcy  and I  are  bo th un 

de r gr ea t tim e co nst raints .
I  therefore ask  unanimous consent th at  he may  precede me, but 

th at  I  m ay be recognized  af te r Se na tor Cl ark so th at  I  may  have  the  
op po rtu ni ty , too,  to fini sh up as soon as possible.

Th e Chairman . V ery  well. The Ch ai r recognizes Senator  Percy .
Se na tor  P ercy. Tha nk  you very much, Se na tor  Ja vi ts  and Mr. 

Ch airma n. I  am needed fo r a quo rum  to mark up a bill , Mr. Sec re
ta ry , and th us  I  wi ll be v ery  br ief .

Mr. Secre tary, we th an k you fo r a very excellent sta tem ent .
I have a few ques tions .

SU RV IV AB ILITY OP M IN U T E M A N  M IS SI LES

Fir st  on l and -based  miss iles, I  recen tly  too k a person al t ri p  ou t We st 
and spe nt a day  goin g th roug h the  silos  an d t alking  to people ou t th ere 
about ou r Minuteman missiles. We know of  concern th at  mo derni za
tio n of th e Sov iet land-b ase d miss ile forc e has placed  i n jeo pa rdy the  
su rvi vabil ity  of o ur  Minu tem an missil es.

How long do you e stim ate  that  i t will  be before th e Sov iets  have de
veloped  the  ab ili ty  to, say, des troy 50 perc ent of ou r M inu tem an m is
siles and s ilos on a fi rst  str ike  ? D o we h ave  an  es timate  as to  when they 
migh t have that  capabil ity  ?

Secre tar y Vance. I t  would dep end  on th e kin d of str ike th a t they  
were  launch ing . One  would have to  go th ro ug h very com plic ated cal 
culatio ns in order  to a rri ve  at  a conclusion on  that .

I wou ld p refer, ra th er  than  tr yi ng  to  give yo u an off-the-cuff  answer 
th at  m ight  be misleading,  to give  you a more reflective  answer fo r 
the  record.

Sena tor  P ercy. T ha nk  you.
[The  in form at ion ref erred to is add ressed  i n t he  answ er t o question 

1 a t the conclusion of th is tr an sc rip t.]
Se na tor  P ercy. I  asked t he  q uest ion because many m ili ta ry  defense 

analy sts  have discussed th is aspect and Sovie t capabil ity . I t  i s some
th in g th at  we oug ht  to keep in mind.

You sa id in y ou r s tatem ent th at  th ere m ay be no agre ement th at  ade
qua tely addresses th is  p roblem.

Secre tary Vance. Yes.
Se na tor  P ercy. C ould you be more specif ic about the  w ay you  ha ve 

add ressed th e problem in the proposed agreement?
Secre tary Vance. Yes.
F ir st , let me say th at  we have l ooked very ca refu lly  at  t he  question 

of  Minu tem an survi vabil ity . A s I  ind ica ted  in  my s tat em ent, t he re  is a 
very  serious problem as to  wh at the  consequences wou ld be  wi th  resp ect  
to the land-based force  of an all -ou t str ike, no m at te r wh at we did  in 
any  SA LT  agreem ent . Tha t is the pro blem th at  I  am po in tin g to.
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I  would like to  m ake available fo r th e rec ord  a memo ran dum from 
Har old Brown t o me on th is,  wh ich su mm ariz es h is views  w ith  respec t 
to th is  problem, which  I  th in k you wil l find  both in teresti ng  and in 
struc tiv e on th is  par ticu la r p oin t.

So, i f I  migh t, M r. Ch airma n, I will mak e th is ava ilab le.
The Chairm an . Very  well,  we th an k you fo r th at .
[ The i nformati on  referred to is c lassif ied and  in  the committee  files.]
Se na tor  P ercy. Th an k you.
On cruise  miss ile, the  3-y ear  pro tocol would  place a ran ge  res tri c

tion of [de lete d] mile s on crui se miss iles lau nched by hea vy bombers, 
and a r ange  of [de leted]  miles on cruise missile s launched f rom  sh ips  or 
submarine s.

Secre tar y Vance. Exc use  me, Se na tor Pe rcy , but  I do n' t believe I 
answered y ou r p rev iou s questio n. You asked the  question of  wha t have 
we done to tr y  to ta ke  care of  thi s pro blem .

Se na tor  P ercy. Yes, I  d id.
Secre tar y Vance. W hen we f irst  add ressed  t hi s problem, we looked 

at  it  in term s of  wh at cou ld we do to  t ry  to  constra in the numb er of 
so-ca lled mo dem lar ge  ba lli sti c miss iles on th e t he ory t hat if  we could 
pu t sub lim its  on modern lar ge  ba lli sti c miss iles, th is  wou ld he lp in 
terms  of maintaining  the  su rvivab ili ty  of  th e Minutem an force .

As  we looked fu rthe r in to  the  p rob lem  an d looked at th e two bas ic 
are as which  are  invo lved , nam ely  an tis ilo  ca pabi lity and th e sta tic  
ind ica tors, we cam e to the  conclusion th a t from an ove rall  sta nd po int, 
on ba lance, it appeare d th at  a gen era l lim it on M IR V’d IC BM ’s wo uld 
be. in  the lon g-term  inte res ts o f th e U ni ted Sta tes . T hat  is, we w ould  be 
at lea st as well  off wi th a sub lim it on M IR V ’d I CBM ’s as we wou ld 
wi th a sublim it on modern large  b all ist ic missil es. [De lete d.]

W ha t I am say ing  is des pite the se or  any othe r changes which we 
make du ring  the pe riod th ro ug h the ea rly  1980's, t he re  is lit tle th at 
could be d one t ha t w ould  chang e th e s itu ati on .

Se na tor  P ercy. I th an k you  fo r th a t fu rthe r expla nation. I  ha d 
fe lt th at  the memo ran dum whi ch you were  inserti ng  into the record  
covered  your  answe r to  th at  ques tion .

Se cre tar y V ance. Yes ; that  is w hat  i t is.
Se na tor  P ercy. T ha nk  you.

L IM IT S  ON  CRUIS E M IS SIL ES
[De lete d.]
Se cretary  V ance . Well , the lim its  which  we have  on cruise  miss iles 

are  a s follows.
[De lete d.]
Se na tor  P ercy. In  an  ar tic le  rec ently  b y Ev an s and Novak , it sa id 

th at the To ma hawk  cruise  miss iles cou ld no t pe ne tra te  Sov iet de
fenses .

Is  thi s ac tua lly  tr ue ?
"What does it  mea n fo r ou r new emphasi s on cru ise  missiles as a 

subs titute fo r t he  B -l,  i f it  is  tr ue ?
Secre tar y Vance. I  have discussed th is  wi th  Har ol d Brow n as 

rec ently  as the da y before  yeste rda y. He sa id th at  it  is no t tru e. I  
believe th at  a pre ss con ference  at  which  th is  sub jec t was  discussed 
was he ld yeste rday  at  the Defense Dep ar tm en t, wh ich  indic ate d th at 
the conc lusions d raw n in  th at colum n are  no t corre ct.
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Senator Percy. Did this appear  in the press this morning? I did 
not notice it.

Secretary Vance. I think  there was something in the press on that, 
yes.

Senator Cranston. It  was in the press yesterday.
Senator P ercy. Thank  you.
According to other press reports,  the Air Force would like to 

deploy about 240 B-52 bombers with cruise missiles to offset the 
loss of the B-l  bomber program. [Deleted.]

Could you tell us, Mr. Secretary, what our current  plans are?
Secretary Vance. Our curren t plans are under design. I do not 

think it is correct tha t the Defense D epartment has come to any con
clusion that it wants 240. I t is sti ll studying what is the appropriate  
number.

[Deleted.] But no conclusion has yet been reached by the Defense 
Department on what force structure they wish in terms of heavy 
bombers, which would carry air  launched cruise missiles.

Senator Percy. Thank you very much.
The Chairman. Senator Clark.
Senator Clark. Mr. Chairman, if Senator Pell wishes, I  would be 

happy to yield to him.
Senator P ell. I  would like to pass for the moment. Thank you.
Senator J avits. Mr. Chairman, may I please have 5 minutes  to ask 

the Secretary my questions ?
The Chairman. OK, but there is a roll call on upstairs.
Senator J avits. I will ju st take 5 minutes, perhaps even less.

RESTRICTIONS ON MOBILE MISSILES

Cy, I have one question, one fundamenta l question, and I would 
like to connect it with  your statement.

In your statement  you s ay : “But given a determined Soviet effort 
to improve the accuracies of their ICBM warheads and the numbers of 
warheads tha t would be available to the Soviets under our proposed 
SALT agreement, I can’t say that  the SALT II  accord likely to emerge 
is going to prevent the Soviets from eventually acquiring such a capa
bility”—to wit, to destroy our Minutemen.

Then you go on to say-----
Secretary Vance. Not to destroy, but in effect to damage very 

heavily.
Senator J avits. Then you go on to say: “More generally, we have 

tried in our proposal to get a handle on the new technologies we now 
face, including mobile ICBM’s and cruise missiles.”

[Deleted.]
Now have those three restrictions been laid on top of the template, 

to wit, our need for new technologies to face what you recognize as 
a serious threa t, to wit, R. & D.—Research and Development—on 
mobile ICBM ’s, and do they fit, and if  so, why ?

Secretary Vance. The answer is yes, they have been laid  on top of 
the template. The reason tha t those provisions have been put in the 
Protocol ra ther than in the treaty is fo r the very reason that  you raise.

Senator J avits. That is, the 3 year limitation?
Secretary Vance. The 3-year limitation, that  is correct.
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During these 3 years, the United States will have under the treaty 
and Protocol the righ t to test the mobile launcher capability , and  thus 
to develop th at capability, which would then put  the United States 
on an equal footing with  the Soviets, who already have th at capability.

In the meantime, we could continue with development, but  not test
ing, of the MX missile itself.

[Deleted.]
Senator J avits. Thank you. Mr. Secretary.
The Chairman. Mr. Secretary, if  you will excuse us. we will run and 

vote and return as soon as we can.
Secretary Vance. Of course, Mr. Chairman.
[ A brief recess was taken.]
The Chairman. I t seems that our other members may either not be 

returning or may be slow in getting back.
I th ink we had better resume.
Senator Case has a couple of questions to ask, so I will call upon him 

first.
Senator Case. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

MR.  N lT Z E ’s  ANALYSI S OF CO MPA RA TIVE  U.S .-SO VIE T VULNER ABIL IT Y

Mr. Secretary. I th ink we have had reference already to Paul  Xitze’s 
interview with the Baltimore Sun—I think tha t was the paper—of a 
few days ago. There is this question on which I wish you would com
ment rathe r specifically, please.

ITis calculations are that the proposed agreement will mean that by 
1985 the Soviet Union could hit about 90 percent of the U.S. missile 
silos using fewer than h alf of  its warheads, and that it is unlikely that 
more than 60 percent of Russia’s missiles would be vulnerable to U.S. 
attack. I s that a fair  assessment or is it not? Or, would you rathe r wait 
and answer that  more fully for the record ?

Secretary Vance. I would like to answer it generally and then give 
you a fuller answer.

Senator Case. In  my judgment, that  is not a fair  assessment.
Secretary Vance. W hat Mr. Nitze’s analysis does in general is to 

compare ICBM’s with ICBM's. and then  to  ta lk about SLBM’s [sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles] and SLBM’s, and then about 
bomber forces, ra ther  th an to consider the overall mix, which is what 
I th ink one has to look at in terms of reta liatory capabili ty and in terms 
of the whole concept of deterrence.

To answer t hat  question specifically I  would have to go into a de
tailed analysis for which I  neither have here the time nor the figures. 
But I do want to repeat tha t I do not think it is a fai r analysis.

I would like to submit for the record a complete counter analysis to 
tha t statement.

Senator Case. I would apprecia te that.
Mr. Chairman. I  ask unanimous consent tha t that l>e included in the 

record as part  of the Secretary’s testimony.
The Chairman. With out objection, tha t is agreed to.
Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, would you have tha t state on whatever basis you re

gard  as proper for comparison what the current ratio  of the ir throw 
weight is to ours now and under the proposed agreement ?



14

Secretary Vance. I will.
[The report  referred to was received in classified form on Febru

ary 28, 1978, by the Foreign Relations Committee, sanitized and re
leased to the public on February 29. The report and covering letter 
from Mr. Warnke follows:]

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
Washington , D.C., February 23, 1978.

Hon. J ohn J. Sparkman,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Committee.

Dear Mr. Chairman : This let ter  is in response to your  request of F ebruar y 1 
for  a report on the  verifiability  of the  proposed SALT TWO agreem ent as pro
vided for in the Arms Contro l and  Disarmam ent Act Amendment of 1977.

As you know, the  SALT TWO agreement  is stil l under active negotia tion. It 
is therefore not possible at  thi s time to make a final assessment of the  verifia 
bility  of the agreement that  may emerge from these  negotiations . Nevertheless , 
on the basis of an extensive and  continuing review th at  has been conducted by 
all  involved agencies in the Executive Branch, it is my judgment that  th e ant ici 
pated SALT TWO agreement is adequ ately  verifiable by exist ing nationa l tech
nical means. This  judgment is based on an assessmen t of the verifiability of 
the  ind ividual provisions o f the  agreement and  of the agreement as a whole. The 
considerations leading to this judgm ent are reflected in the  attache d report 
which has  been prep ared  and  agreed to by the agencies  in the  Executive Branc h 
concerned with  this issue. I commend thi s repo rt, which has  my personal en
dorsement, to you for  your consideratio n of this imp ortant  issue.

Very truly  yours,
Paul C. Warnke.

Attachment.
February 23, 1978.

Verification of the Proposed SALT TWO Agreement

i . overall assessment

The anticipa ted SALT TWO agreem ent is adequately’ verifiable. This  judgment 
is based on assessment of the  verifiability’ of the  individual provisions of the 
agreem ent and the agreemen t as a whole. Although the  possibili ty of some un
detected  chea ting in cer tain areas exists , such chea ting would not al ter the 
stra tegic balance in view of U.S. programs. Any che ating on a scale large enough 
to alt er the stra teg ic balance would be discovered in time to make an appro
priate  response. There will be areas of uncerta inty , but  they are  not such as to 
I>ermit the  Soviets to produce a signif icant unantic ipa ted  thr ea t to U.S. in
terests  and those  unc erta int ies  can, in any event, be compensated for with  the 
flexibility inheren t in our own programs.

2. description of the proposed agreement

The proposed SALT TWO agreement  has  three  principa l el ements:
A T rea ty to las t unt il 1985, embodying basically the  Vladivostok Accord with 

some reductions below the Vladivostok ce ilin gs;
A Protocol to las t un til  September  1980, tempora rily  limit ing cer tain  aspects 

of cruise missiles, new types of ballist ic missiles, and mobile ICBMs; and
Principles and  Guidelines for SALT THREE.
The proposed Tre aty  includes the following m ajor  pro vis ions:
An ini tial  overa ll aggregate level of 2,400 stra teg ic systems, to be reduced to 

an agreed number  between 2,160 and 2,250 du ring  t he  te rm of the Trea ty.
A 1.320 subl imit on MIRVed ICBM and SLBM lau nchers and ai rc ra ft equipped 

with  long-range c ruise missiles.
A sublimit of an agreed number  between 1,200 and 1,250 on MIRVed balli stic 

missiles.
A sublimit of 820 on MIRVed ICBM launchers.
The proposed Protocol includes the following provisions :
A ban on deployment  of mobile ICBM launchers and  on the flight tes ting  of 

ICBMs from such launchers.
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Limitatio ns on the  flight tes ting  and  deployment of new types of ball istic  
missiles.

A ban on the  flight tes ting and deployment of crui se missiles  capab le of a 
range in excess of 2,500 km, and  on the  deployment of crui se missiles  capable  of 
a range in excess of 600 km on sea- or land-based launc hers .

The agreemen t is sti ll und er activ e negot iation. Unless otherwise  stated,  the 
verifica tion asses smen t for  unreso lved issues addresses only the U.S. position.

3.  VERIFICATION

Verification is the  process of determining,  to t he  extent necessary to safeguard 
our  nationa l secur ity, th at  the  other side is complying  with  the  SALT agre e
ment. We mus t have high confidence in our abi lity  to detect Soviet noncompli
ance before it  could significantly affect  our  inte res ts. This  process of judging 
the adequacy  of verification  mus t take into account the  capabili ties of exis ting  
and  futur e intelligence  collection systems and  the  abi lity  of the  other side to 
evade d etection i f i t should a ttemp t to  do so. Equally important  is the  U.S. ability 
to respond to Soviet cheating, should it  occur. The U.S. technological base, its 
E&D programs, and  the sub stantial capabili ties  of its  stra tegic forces provide 
thi s hedge.

This  process mus t also  asse ss th e po litica l an d m ilit ary  significance of potential  
viola tions and  the costs, risks,  and gain s to the  Soviets of cheating . It  a lso takes 
into accoun t the degree to which the  a dvantag es conferred on the U.S. by a pa r
ticula r provision outweigh the  d isadvantages caused by problems of verification. 
In such cases, we m ust consider the potent ial gain s to the  U.S. o f being allowed 
the  flexibility to tak e cer tain  actions, even though allowing the Soviets the same 
options  may complicate verifica tion. Cruise  missile lim itat ions cons titu te a prime 
example of such a situatio n.

Assessing the  adequa te verifiability  of the  proposed  SALT agreemen t is most 
heavi ly based  on our confidence in U.S. monitoring  capab ilitie s. Such monitor ing is 
car ried  ou t by the  inte lligence community and  involves da ta collection a nd assess
ment  of w hat the  o the r side is doing or not doing. For the  most par t, the  inte lli
gence community has  performed and  would continue to perfo rm these functions  
even in the absence of a SALT agreement . Many of the  un cer tain ties  th at  a re  dis
cussed below would also exi st in our  intelligence assessments of Soviet stra teg ic 
programs wi thout a n agreement.

Monitoring tasks in SALT can be divided into  thr ee  cat egori es: Cl) count ing 
numerica lly l imite d systems, such as ICBM and SLBM la unchers  and heavy bomb
ers  ; (2) measuring l imited quantitie s, such as th e th row  weigh t of an  ICBM; and 
(3) moni toring for  evidence that  a proh ibited act ivi ty is being undertaken.

[Deleted.]
Our monitoring  judgments  assume th e a vai lab ility of p resent and programmed 

collection assets. However, these assessments are conservative in that  they do not 
tak e into account th e possibility  of un usual o r unpred ictab le intelligence successes 
or for tui tous blunders  by the  Soviets which could have the  effect of enha ncing 
verification.

We have had over five years experience in monitoring Soviet compliance with the 
ABM Tre aty  and  the  Interim Agreement. We have dem onst rated  our abi lity  to 
verify compliance with the  SALT ONE agreements with high confidence. This  
experience reinfo rces our assessment of the  capabi lities  of  U.S. natio nal  technical 
means  to verify compliance with  SALT agreements . The United  Sta tes  has 
promptly raised with  the Soviets any unusual o r ambiguous  ac tivi ties  which gave 
rise  to U.S. concern. Consequently, the  Soviets  are  well aware  that  the  United  
Sta tes will call them into account for any quest ionab le activities rela ted  to the ir 
stra teg ic programs  a nd will expect sat isfa ctory clarifi cation or reso lution of the 
problems involved.

Since monitoring wil l a lway s be subject to  some degree of unce rtainty, we must 
also assess the  likelihood th at  the  Soviets would cheat , tak ing  into  accou nt the 
benefits th at  would accrue to them from such cheating , as  well a s the ri sks  of the ir 
being detected. As a m att er of prudence, there fore , we analyze  scenarios  involving 
alte red  or covert Soviet pract ices th at  could adversely  affect our confidence in 
Soviet compliance. The following cons idera tions  are some th at  the  Soviets  mus t 
tak e into  account before making a decision to chea t or  no t to  ch ea t: (1) their u n
cer tain ty abou t our overall  capa bility  to  monitor and  analyze th eir  ac tiv iti es ; (2) 
the  po tent ial U.S. rea ction  to discovered che ating: and (3) the  possible stra teg ic 
gain s from cheating.
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It  must be str essed t ha t, as noted previously , the United States does not  rely on 
trust, on Soviet intentions, or on po litica l incentives for the Soviets to comply in 
assess ing whe ther  ver ificat ion of a SALT agreement is adequa te. Such judgments 
must  be based most heavi ly on our moni toring capabili ties, especial ly w ith regard 
to potent ially  s ignificant Soviet noncompliance, and on the U.S. ab ility  to respond 
in a  timely man ner to possible Soviet cheating.

Fina lly, as with  all aspects of a treaty , we must decide whe ther  particu lar  
provisions and  the  agreemen t as a whole represen t a net gain for  U.S. secur ity 
compared to the  absence  of such provisions or to the  no-treaty case. The pro
jecte d higher levels of Soviet capability in the absence of a tre aty  would have to 
be matched or countered by expanded U.S. programs  probably with  no net in
crease  in U.S. security. So long as U.S. programs  t ha t may be required to hedge 
aga ins t lower monitoring confidence are  no t unduly res tric ted  by th e t rea ty,  some 
uncerta inties can be accepted  in an overall agreemen t that  serves U.S. security 
interests .

4. VERIF IAB ILITY  OF MAJOR  LIM ITAT IONS

As sta ted  previously, the verification ta sks  of the ant icip ated SALT TWO agree
ment  can be grouped into three categ ories: (1) counting; (2) measuring  capabil
ity ; and (3) othe r task s which, in general, are  bans  on c erta in types of systems 
and  conduct. The scope of  these  tasks are illust rat ed  in the attach ed table. Our 
judgment th at  the proposed agreemen t is adequate ly verifiable is based on an 
analysis  of these tasks . The reasons fo r this judgmen t a re reflected in the follow
ing discussion of the  major verification tas ks  posed by the  agreement.

5. OVERALL VERIF IAB ILITY OF AGREEMENT

In assess ing the adequacy of vertif ication of the agreement, it  is imp ortant 
to conside r its  to tal ity  and  not only p art icu lar  provisions.

A consideration in determin ing w heth er the agreement as a whole is adequate ly 
verifiable has been w hether  the Soviets could exploit the  montoring unce rtaintie s 
of several individual provisions, each of which is judged  a s adequately  verifiable, 
in a way that  would af fect our natio nal secu rity inte res ts. We have confidence tha t 
we can  adequa tely verify compliance in such a context because the probability  of 
detec ting the  fac t of cheating increases mark edly  if the number  of provis ions 
being viola ted increases. Combined with the  likelihood of detec ting signif icant 
chea ting on indiv idua l l imita tions , the  abili ty to detec t the fac t of small chea ting 
on a number of provisions enhances o ur monitor ing confidence.

The Soviets cannot be sure of our overall capa bili ty to moni tor a SALT TWO 
agreement. Thus, Soviet p lann ers would be expected to  make carefu l conservative  
assumptions  rega rdin g U.S. verification capab ilities. For  example, a slightly less 
tha n 50 percent chance  of detect ion, which i s considered  “low confidence” in moni
toring capability  to the U.S., would probably app ear  as “high risk” to a Soviet 
planner contemplating cheating . Given U.S. IL & D. hedges and our gre ate r indus
tr ia l and technological base, the  Soviets would not lightly underta ke thi s ri sk and 
the a ttendant da nger of U.S. abrogat ion.

In sum, altho ugh the possibi lity of some undetected cheating  in cer tain  are as 
exists, such cheating would not alt er  the  stra teg ic balance in view of U.S. p ro
grams. However, any cheat ing on a scale larg e enough to affect the  s tra teg ic bal
ance would be discovered in time to make an app rop ria te response. For  these rea 
sons, and others noted in this paper, we believe tha t the SALT I I agreement, taken 
as a whole is adequate ly veri fiable.

SOUNDNESS OF BEST ESTIMATES OF FORCE STRUCTURES

Senator Case. In your statement you refer  to [deleted] our best 
estimate.

JTow sound are these best estimates?
Secretary Vance. The best estimates are projections of what force 

structures  may be. As in any such case, they can only be estimates. I 
think  they are good estimates. Indeed, they are the best estimates 
and I would not have put them in had I not believed th at they were 
pret ty good estimates.
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Senator Case. Well, I  would be the last one to suggest otherwise, Mr. 
Secretary.

REASONS FOR CON FIDENCE IN  ADEQUATE VERIFICA TIO N

What  are the reasons for your expression of confidence that adequate 
verification will exist for such things as how many MIR V’s they put 
on their  missiles ?

Secretary Vance. There are certain areas where we are going to have 
problems with respect to verification.

As I  indicated, insofar as the t reaty is concerned, we thin k that  we 
can satisfactorily  verify the items in the treaty.

The problem areas arise in those matters  which are dealt with in 
the. Protocol.

[Deleted.]
This may be one of those cases where one has to make a calculated 

determination whether or not, in the overall context, is it better to 
have a trea ty with some elements not verifiable as compared to no 
treaty.

Now, we are  pre parin g a full verification analysis and I think th is 
committee should have it. We will be giving it to the Jackson commit
tee when it is completed. I think it would be helpful  for all of you to 
have the same kind of full analysis, which can be done on a precise 
basis, so that  you can go into the details of this.

This is a very impor tant subject and I know of the concern which 
you all p roperly have in it. Our analysis ought to be laid out in detail 
so tha t you can have it.

Senator Case. Mr. Secretary, I know th at we would all appreciate  
that. It  would cover such matters as to whether you can really tell a 
tanker  from a transpor t and just  how and tha t kind of thing?

Secretary Vance. Yes.
[Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. Another problem tha t one runs into is the whole 

question of the number of reentry  vehicles within a given warhead.
There is, however, a good deal tha t we can determine [deleted] and 

by [deleted] we will, I think, be making a major step forward.
Senator Case. In  eliminating uncertainties?
Secretary Vance. That ’s right.

application of cruise missile limits

Senator Case. A key question, it seems to me, is whether cruise 
missile limits apply to nuclear cruise missiles only or both to conven
tional and nuclear missiles.

What is your response?
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]

improving range of backfire bomber

Senator Case. Are they trying to do anything else to improve the 
range of the Backfire bomber beyond the use of refueling?

Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
24- 430 — 78------ 4
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Se na tor  Case. T ha nk  you,  Mr . Secre tary. I believe my tim e is up. 
Th e Chairman . There  is an oth er  vote  on now, gen tlem en.
Sena tor  Glenn , do you have  an y ques tion s ?
Se na tor  Glenn . Yes, Mr . C ha irm an , th an k you.

IMP ORTANCE OF VERIFICA TIO N

Mr. Secre tar y, you a nd  I  h ad  a n extend ed discussion  b efor e re ga rd 
ing t hi s exa ct subject . Tha t is wh at  I  was  goin g t o ge t t o when it  was 
my tu rn ; so I  a pp rec iat e ou r h av ing go tte n into it  a lready . I  am gla d 
in  p ar ticu la r to he ar  th at  you are pr ep ar ing som eth ing  specifically  on 
ver ific atio n fo r us. I  th ink th at  is  th e key to  selli ng th is  to  the Am eri 
can  people. I  re all y do.

Secre tar y Vance . Rig ht.
Se na tor  Glenn . I  know it  is the  key to  se lling i t to me, because there  

are  so ma ny area s, such as those th at  were discussed before , th at  are  
big , gre y area s. Ve ry fra nk ly , the whole tre aty is no t go ing  to  be 
wo rth  the pa pe r on which it  is writ ten unless we have some wav o f  
checkin g the se thing s—o r so I  feel.

We  cannot agree to th ings —wel l, the th ing s you have alr eady  
brou gh t up, and I  w ill n ot  re pe at them . I t  is most difficu lt in  the q ua li
ta tiv e are a, above  all , as you m ent ioned [de leted]. IIo w ma ny M IR V’s 
can  they p ut  on the  top  of a booster ?

In  th e last  few years  we hav e made pro gre ss which we ha d thou gh t 
was un think ab le a few yea rs ago. We  ha d tro ub le even ge tti ng  an 
atomic  wa rhead  off the  ground  at  one tim e. We  ha d one pe r boos ter, 
and t hat  w as c ons idered a m arvel. Now we a re up  to  six  o r e ight .

[Dele ted ], I  guess, th at th e R uss ians have  [dele ted ]—a rt il le ry  shells  
th a t are  nucle ar  now. How ma ny  of  tho se can  they  put on top of a 
major  booster , even say ing  th at it  takes  tw o o r th ree t imes t hat  we ight 
and size to  give  it  the guida nce sys tem and the capabi lity it  would 
need  to  be MIR Vk D I  could see th at on some of th ei r boosters we 
wou ld w ind  wi th 50 or 100 M IR V capabil ities  one of  these d ays  as they 
ge t more of  o ur  c ap ab ili ty  fo r mi cro mi nia turiz ati on  of  c ontrols.

I t  seems to me t hat  we ha ve to addre ss the  c ap ab ili ty  th a t they  will 
have .

I  am sure if  you fore saw  in these nego tia tions  an un ba lan cin g of 
th at  ma gnitude , it  wo uld change  the  w hole  p ict ure of how  m any  m is
siles o r deliver y systems we wou ld w an t to  agre e to.

Se cre tar y V ance. Yes.
I  t hi nk  we wil l be able to check  a gr ea t deal  o f th is ou t t hrou gh  the 

testi ng  route.
Se na tor  G le nn . I  w ould  ques tion  t hat  and  I  will tel l y ou why.
Let ’s say  th at  we have a nest of  these up  here . I cou ld send  one of 

these thing s up. We  could pu t on  f ou r o r five, which w ould agree with 
ou r pre vio us lim it.  I t  would go ou t and sp ray those fo ur  or  five out. 
We  wou ld observe th at  tes t. But  we wou ld no t know th a t the nest 
was set fo r 50 o r 75. So, I can see a  te st ing prog ram th at once aga in 
is nonv erifi able .

Se cretary  V ance. Bu t I  t hi nk  t hat  one then  gets to  the  q uest ion of 
wh at  k ind of ta rg et s are  you try in g to  t ak e out an d can  you have the 
size vehic le t hat  is g oin g to  do  the kind  o f job th at  has to  be done , and  
will  one  rea lly  take  th e r isk  of  usin g a  sys tem wh ich  is n ot  test ed.  T ha t



19

is a te rr ib ly  big ris k fo r any body to take. So, all  these kin ds  of  cal 
culat ion s have  to be woven in .

Se na tor Glenn. T hat  is a b ig  prob lem.
Se cre tar y V ance. Yes.
Se na tor  Gle nn . I  th in k these qu ali tat ive  are as [de leted] fo r in 

stan ce are  im po rta nt . . . .
We made some change s whe n we g ot  new me tal lur gic al cap abi liti es 

in our engines.  Th e specs  go up , the fue l specs go up , the ran ge  in 
creases, and those are  thing s th a t I  ju st  do no t see how we ca n verify.

They are  very vi ta l because it  cha nge s the whole picture of wh at 
pa rt  of  ou r co un try  they can  cover with  w ha t boosters an d wh at  th ey 
can do with  th ei r M IR V ’s.

I t is exceedingly difficult, it  seems to  me, to  ve rif y those by any  
NT M [nat iona l tec hnica l means] th at  we now have.

The Backfire  we have a lre ady a ddresse d.

DE TE RM INING ALCM CAPABIL ITY

How, fo r ins tance,  do we know how ma ny of  th ei r bom bers  can 
have an AL CM  capabi lity?  How do the y know how many of  ours 
can hav e an AL CM  capabi lity?  Th ey  look the same as any  other.

Se cretary  Vance. F ir st  of  all , in ter ms of  systems  th at  will  ca rry  
them,  nam ely  the  heavy bom bers , we could des ignate  those which 
wil l be given th e capabil itie s and can  be used  to ca rry  AL CM 's.

So, th at is one way.
Se na tor Gle nn . H ow wou ld we coun t the  to tal , thou gh ? We  count 

M IR V’d missiles and AL CM -eq uip ped bom bers all  in  the same cate
gory o f 1,320.

Secre tar y Vance. T hat ’s r ig ht .
Se na tor Gle nn . H ow would  we know whi ch bom bers  are  AL CM ’d 

and  w hich  are n ot?
Se cre tar y V ance. [Dele ted .]
Se na tor  Gle nn . For pla nes of  th a t type , then , we wou ld count all 

of them , whethe r the y have it  or not  ?
Secre tar y V ance. [Dele ted .]

VE RIF ICA TIO N AND  MIN IATU RIZA TION

Se na tor Glenn . Bac k in 1974, Mr . Schle singer  est imate d th at  the  
Sov iets  could d eploy as m any as 33,000 w arh ead s on t hei r exis tin g mis
sile forc es if  they  developed sm aller str ate gic wa rhe ads . That  
would have a fantas tic al ly  un ba lan cin g effect on SA LT , if  t hey wen t 
ahe ad a nd  develope d th at  mi niatu re  capabil ity .

Se cretary Vance. On t he  quest ion  of  miniat ur izat ion,  I  th in k th at  
pe rhap s is one subject  th at  we o ug ht  t o leave un til  we get  to the  m ore 
detai led  ana lys is of the ver ific atio n problem itse lf. I  real ly can  add 
very  lit tle to  wh at  I  hav e al read y said.

VERIF ICA TIO N AND  TH IRD STAGE ON SS-2 0

Se na tor  Glf.nn . An othe r ques tion  on veri fica tion  is t h is : if  th ey  p ut  
a th ird stag e on the  SS-20 . it can  become an SS -16 wi th  t ha t ad dit ion  
and  a conve rtib le l aun che r. H ave we any way  of m on ito rin g th at  ?

Secre tar y V ance. [Dele ted .]
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NE WSW EE K CHA RT AND SENATOR DOLE’S STATEMENT

Senator Glenn. Have you made any public statement yet, or would 
you make a statement  this morning, on your concept of the char t 
tha t was in “Newsweek,” and Senator Dole’s statement?

Secretary Vance. I have not seen the chart.
Senator  Glenn. The char t indicated basically tha t we have given 

in to the Russians on every one of thei r demands, I  think.
Secretary Vance. I have not seen tha t chart, Senator.
Senator  Glenn. Do we have a copy here? It  was in “Newsweek.”
This indicated, where we had requested something and the Soviets 

had requested something, tha t the compromise position favored the 
Soviets about six times in a row.

Secretary Vance. Well, as I have said, I have not seen the chart, 
but I can assure you tha t I  will disagree with it. I could prepare you 
a char t tha t would look quite the contrary, indeed the opposite of 
that  chart.

IMP ORTANCE OF VERIFICA TIO N VERSUS NUM BER S

Senator Glenn. Mr. Chairman, I will use whatever time I have 
left to say th at I think  the matter of verification is more important 
than the matter of numbers. Everyone seems to concentrate on 
numbers.

When you and I were at the Armed Services Committee the other 
day. they were concentrating heavilv on the numbers. I feel the 
numbers are already so high tha t they are virtually meaningless. 
We could split  Russia in several ways and they could do the same 
thing to us. To be arguing over whether we have 2,400 or 2,250 I think  
is academic.

I would like to see us arguing  instead about whether we have 500 
or 550. Perhaps this is a step to get there and perhaps this is the greatest 
value that this trea ty will have. But I think tha t far  more important 
than those numbers, is whether we can verify what they are doing and 
whether they can verify what we are doing. I think that  will be a 
greater  stab ilizing factor toward peace than anything else out of th is 
whole treaty.

Secretary Vance. I would agree tha t verification is of great  im
portance.

I would also agree tha t we have on both sides more than  enough 
weapons to destroy the other.

I think a very important aspect, however, of the treaty which is 
being negotiated is [deleted]. T think  this approach, if  successful would 
for the first time give us a handle on qualitative improvements and is of 
fundamental importance.

VERIFIC AT ION OF UPGRADING OF PRESENT SYSTEMS

Senator Glenn. How do we verify  upgrading of present systems? 
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Glenn. Can we monitor them ?
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Glenn. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
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Se na tor  Gle nn . [D ele ted .]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Glenn. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Glenn. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
The Chairman. Thank you, Senator.
There is a roll call on and we have about 2 minutes to make it. 
Senator Stone, have you voted ?
Senator Stone. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I have already voted. I  voted 

right , too, Air. Chairman. [General laughter.]
The Chairman. Y ou hold forth. I will go to follow in your foot

steps.
Senator Glenn. I think we owe Air. Vance an apology for our 

helter-skelter operation here with our numerous recesses.
Secretary Vance. Not at all. I unders tand completely.

PR O H IB IT IO N  OF  A N TIS A TELLI'l 'E  W EA PO NS

Senator  Stone. Air. Secretary, in your presentation you sta ted : 
“National technical means”—tha t is NTA1—“are now accepted meth
ods for collecting intelligence. Interference  with nationa l technical 
means is prohibited, as are deliberate concealment measures which 
impede verification.”

Secretary Brown announced a week or two ago that the Soviets have 
already or were about to perfect antisate llite weapons, tha t therefore 
in effect we were accelerating our search for the same types of systems, 
and tha t within  a few years or less we would have our own systems. 
Isn ’t it logically indicated then, if in the search for verification, we 
have to protect these NTM’s, that we try to ge t a l imit or prohibition  
on antisa tellite weapons on the part  of the Soviets and offer in return 
the same slowdown or prohibition on our part ?

Secretary Vance. The answer is yes. Then I want to say why and 
I want to add a footnote to that.

We have been concerned from the  very outset about the develop
ment of antisatellite  capabilities. [Deleted.]

I do think  it is of extreme importance tha t we preserve the capa
bility  of using satellites.

I will put  as a  footnote, however, tha t if there were any attempts 
to destroy satellites, at tha t point we would really be in a war-type 
situation. The important point is not so much potential elimination 
of this  capability  in advance of an attack as it is the threat of blind ing 
us once an actual war-type si tuation occurred. I f they s tarted  shooting 
down our satellites, obviously this  would create a situation o f tension 
between our people which would put us very close to war.

Senator Stone. Air. Secretary, are we convinced or persuaded that 
the Soviet Union is not developing a less obvious method than shoot
ing down a satellite, which would technically interfere w ith or impede 
the work of a satellite?

Secretary Vance. No, [deleted].
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
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Senator  Stone. Thank you. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. Since no one else is here, I will ask you my ques

tions, Mr. Secretary.
commendation of witness

I followed your statement as you read it word for word and I 
agree with those who have said that  it is a very clear and a very com
prehensive statement. It  real ly lays out our philosophy and our views 
as well as a number of  specific things. I join with the others in com
plimenting you on it.

I want to ask a few questions which it seems to me important 
to have in the record at this point.

COM PL IA NCE W IT H  JA C K SO N  A M EN D M EN T

You will recall tha t in 1972, when the Senate was considering the 
SALT I agreement, Senator  Jackson and a number of others spon
sored legislation which is generally referred to as the Jackson amend
ment. This said, and I  quote, “to request the Presiden t to seek a future 
trea ty tha t would not limit the United States to levels of intercon
tinental strategic  forces infer ior to the limits provided for the Soviet 
Union.”

Mr. Secretary, does every provision of your proposal of the 8-year 
trea ty stric tly comply with the Jackson amendment?

Secretary Vance. Yes. What we end up with is equal aggregates, 
but there is a righ t to mix. So everybody has to  make his own choices 
as to which he wTants to put  his emphasis on as among the various 
kinds of systems. But  we are essentially ending up with equal 
aggregates.

So my feeling is that  this is met.
Senator  Clark. A s I understand it, the SALT I limits restricted 

our forces to 710 ICB M’s and SLBM’s.
Secretary  Vance. Would you please repeat that, Senator ?
Senator Clark. I said tha t SALT I restricted  our forces to 1,710 

ICBM’s and SLBM’s while it permitted the Soviet Union 2,347 bal
listic missiles. My question is will the new limits tha t you propose— 
[deleted]—require the United  States to reduce its forces in any way?

Secretary Vance. Not rea lly, except for what  are essentially moth
ball forces, such as B-52’s, which are either on the runway with the 
capability to fly back to the boneyard or those which are already in 
the boneyard. Other than that , we will not have to  reduce.

Senator Clark. Effectively your proposal would not require the 
reduction of our forces.

Secretary Vance. Tha t is correct.
Senator Clark. What about the Soviet Union ?
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Secretary Vance. Let me get out my figures on that.
Our proposal would require the Soviet Union to reduce. They 

would have to reduce, initia lly, as I recall it, several hundred.
Senator Clark. Your proposal at any rate meets the requirements 

of the Jackson amendment. The par ticu lar restrictions you are pro
posing, would not inhibit  the present U.S. force levels, but would 
require the Soviets to cut back somewhat ?

CO MPA RA TIVE  U N IT E D  ST AT ES -SOV IET L IM IT A TIO N S

Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Since the  Soviets are apparently,  or at least according to the best 

information tha t I have, not developing cruise missiles of the kind 
we are talking about in this case, it seems to me tha t it gives us a 
major advantage, at least under the proposal, in tha t we are per
mitted to proceed with cruise missile carriers , as I thin k we have deter
mined is necessary in the absence of the B-l.  Yet, while the Soviets 
are similarly permit ted cruise missile carriers—and they have no 
intention of developing them—does this not in effect give us a very 
significant advantage in the sense of having a more versatile force?

Secretary Vance. I think it  does give us a more versatile force, and 
each one of the B-52’s which would be included as a carri er could 
carry 20 air-launched cruise missiles. That  gives you quite a formidable 
force.

Senator Clark. Perhaps I am overstating this and correct me if I 
am wrong, but if  we are going to count cruise carriers as MIRV ’s, and 
in view of the fact that  the Soviets are no t developing cruise missiles, 
then in effect we have a different limit than they do, don’t we? We 
have [deleted].

Secretary Vance. If  you accept thei r figures.
Senator Clark. Don’t we, in effect, have a higher MIRV limit 

than they do? We don’t in the treaty, obviously, but effectively we do.
Secretary Vance. If  they decide not to go that route.
Senator Clark. At least for the next several years we will, anyway.

IC BM  M IR V L IM IT

In the  same area, the ICBM MIRV limit of [deleted] is a par t of the 
treaty itself, as I unders tand it.

Secretary Vance. Yes, sir.
Senator Clark. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted.]
Senator Clark. [Deleted.] In any case, if these proposals are accept

able in the treaty, it is going to significantly cut into thei r develop
ment of these ICBM MIRV limits, isn’t it ?
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Secre tar y Vance. I t is, indeed , an d we th in k therefore it  is going 
to pro duc e gr ea te r sta bi lit y in the  bala nce  of forc es between ou r
selves a nd  them .

Se na tor Clark. In  your  jud gm ent, does th at  lim it r equir e the S ovie ts 
to s ign ific ant ly reduc e th ei r projec ted  IC BM  MIR V’d vehicles?

Secre tar y Vance. Yes.
Se na tor  Clark. [De lete d.]
Se cre tar y V ance. [De lete d.]
Se na tor Clark. [De lete d.]  I  rem ember  your des cription  of th at  

here las t time .
My question rea lly  goes to the  issue  o f wh eth er the y are  no t going 

to be forced  with  th at  lim it to ac tua lly  beg in to move some in to  the  
SL BM ’s, where the y pose us less problems in  te rm s of  IC BM  vu lne r
abilit y.

Secre tar y V ance. Yes, that  is a real  po ssib ility.
Se na tor  Clark. Th at , however, is not necessar ily th e case ?
Secre tar y Vance. Not necessa rily.  They have the  choice. Bu t it 

may well happen  th at  they will  do thi s.
[De leted.]

VE RIFIA BILIT Y OF TRE ATY  PROVISIONS

Se na tor  C lark. Senator  Glenn go t in to the  q uest ion of  verif icat ion 
and I  don’t rea lly  wa nt to go back to that . Bu t by way  of a gene ral 
question, are  you fa ir ly  conf iden t, or  are  you conf iden t, th at  the re is 
no pro vis ion  o f th e p roposed t re aty which  would no t be verif iable with  
rel ati ve ly high  confidence?

Secre tar y V ance. [De leted.]
Se na tor Clark. Tha nk  you.
I  hav e three or  four  othe r questions, bu t my tim e is up.  I  will  save 

them fo r the  ne xt r ound.
The Chairman . Se na tor  Pell.
Se na tor P ell. Than k you, Mr. Chairma n.

AIRCR AFT AND  WIDE-BODIED AIRC RAFT

Mr.  Secre tary, in your  sta tem ent you refe r to ai rc ra ft  an d wide
bod ied  ai rc ra ft . W as th ere  a reason f or  th at  diffe rence?

Secre tary Vance. Yes.
Se na tor  P ell. You s ta ted:  [De lete d.]
Secre tar y V ance. [De lete d.]
Se na tor  P ell. I see. T ha nk  you.

brezhnev’s statement concerning treaties

In  conn ection w ith  the  lim ited te st  ban  trea ty —as you know , we have 
th is up  fo r act ion  in the  next session—do you th in k th at Brezhnev’s 
sta tem ent of  yeste rda y or the  day be for e has overt aken these tre ati es  
and th at  we should  w ith ho ld act ion  on the se u nt il you  find out wh at he 
means ?

Secre tary Vance. I  th in k th at  the  sta tem ent whi ch he made yeste r
day was a co nst ruc tive  an d major  ste p wi th resp ect to a comprehen sive  
tes t ban.

V ith  it, we have now, I  th ink,  overcom e wh at was  a pr inc ipal 
stu mb lin g block between us wi th respec t to  a com prehen sive tes t-ban 
tre aty.
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There are two other items which were matters of major difference. 
One was accession to the treaty.  Previously the Soviet position had 
been tha t they would not accede to the trea ty until i t was signed by the 
French  and by the  People’s Republic of China. They have now indi
cated tha t they would enter into it wi thout the s ignature of those other 
two. Of course, tha t is now out of the way.

[Deleted.]
So, I  think we are making good progress  toward a comprehensive 

test-ban treaty . How long it will take us, Senator Pell, to negotiate 
these remaining differences, I  really cannot say at this point. But I 
think  t ha t in the not too d istant future  I will be able to give you an 
answer to that.

Senator  Pell. Good. From the viewpoint of our own scheduling, 
with the peaceful nuclear-explosion trea ty and the test-ban treaty, it 
would seem perhaps to be an exercise in the wasting of the  committee’s 
time, which could be better  spent on something else.

Secretary  Vance. I understand that.
REQ UIRE D STATEM ENT ON SALT PROPOSAL VE RIF ICA TIO N

Senator Pell. Why was there no statement on the verification of 
the latest SALT proposal submitted by the executive branch as re
quired in the 1978 authorization ?

Secretary  Vance. I did not know that we had not done so.
Senator P ell. I understand tha t tha t has not been done.
Secretary Vance. Do you know why, Les?
Mr. Gelb. No, I don’t.
Secretary Vance. What about  you, Walt ?
Air. Slocum. No, sir.
Secretary Vance. I will check with ACDA. Perhaps I can find out  

why they have not.
Senator P ell. Thank you.
[See p. 14.]

THREE-Y EAR RES TR IC TI ON IN  PRO TOC OI,

Senator P ell. [Deleted.]
Secretary Vance. [Deleted. ]
Senator Pell. Like we constantly do between the Senate and the 

House.
[General laughter.]
Secretary Vance. Yes, sir.
The Chairman. The good, old democratic way.
Senator Pell. Air. Chairman, I don’t know what the rules are, bu t 

in view of Senator Kennedy’s strong interes t in the test-ban treaty, I 
would yield the balance of my time to him, if t ha t is permissible.

The Chairman. Very well. Senator  Kennedy, we are glad to have 
you with us.

Senator  Kennedy. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
OPPORTUN ITY  TO MOVE ON CTB

Air. Secretary’, on the CTB, I am encouraged by what  you have 
said. I cannot help but believe tha t there  is an extraordin ary oppor
tuni ty to move on that.

24- 430— 78------5
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As of th ree yea rs ago, in the con versat ions whi ch I  ha d wi th 
Brezhnev, he fe lt th at he was prep ared  a t th at tim e to sign t he  tr ea ty  
wi tho ut Fr an ce  or  Ch ina  wi th in  a given tim e frame. I t  seems to me 
th at  th at is a neg otiable item  th at ough t to  be eas ily dealt  wi th— at  
leas t I  th ink it  wou ld be ex trem ely  wo rth wh ile  to  p robe t ha t.

Secre tary Vance. H e has now mov ed on th at . He  has  sa id th at he 
will go fo rw ard w ith ou t them.

VERIFICATION OUTSIDE P NE

Se na tor  K ennedy . In  terms  of  veri fica tion , I  th in k ma ny of us 
have been very much imp ressed in the  d iffere nt mee tings t hat  we hav e 
ha d wi th some of the lea din g seismologis ts and oth ers  who have been 
fol low ing  th is  who have fel t very str on gly outs ide,  P N E ’s t hat ver ifi
cat ion  re ally is n ot  or should not be a majo r hu rd le to  a CT B. I  w ould  
be hap py  to su pp ly o r collec t—th ou gh  I  am sure  you have i t—th e re cen t 
stud ies,  and repor ts t hat  have been done in  th at ve ry n arr ow  area .

Secre tary V ance. I  wou ld app rec iat e th at .

ORDER OF TREATY CONSIDERATION

Sena tor  K ennedy. I know  th at  Pa na ma and SA LT , are  ma tte rs 
which are  on  t rack  a nd  which mu st be ca rri ed  t hrou gh . I  would hope  
th at  the De pa rtm en t could co ntin ue w ork ing  on CT B.

I  unders too d th at  Mr. W arnk e i n any  even t was pu rsu ing a com pre 
hensive te st ba n tr ea ty , wasn’t he ?

Secre tar y Vance. Yes. We  hav e been wo rking  on th is  fo r the  las t 
month.  We  have been ne go tia tin g on thi s. We were abo ut to ad journ 
fo r 2 weeks fo r con sul tat ion s wi th the var iou s cap ita ls,  and the n yes
terday  the  So vie ts moved [de leted].

Se na tor  K ennedy. B ut  in any eve nt th at is bas ica lly on track .
Secre tar y Vance. I t  i s on trac k and th is  h as very high  pr io rit y.
Sena tor  K ennedy . Good.
Could you tel l us wh at your  tim ing is in terms  o f Senat e—ac tion  on 

Pa nama , SALT , and  oth er items ?
Secre tar y Vance. In so fa r as our tim ing is concerned, we have 

signed the tre aty.  The heari ng s have been goi ng fo rw ard in the  Sen
ate Fo re ign Re lat ion s Com mit tee and I  believe are  vi rtua lly  com
pleted. We  wou ld therefore expect th at th at  wou ld be the  firs t th in g 
to come up  n ex t y ear, in terms  o f t reat ies, and wou ld thus  be the firs t 
to be ad dres sed . Of  course, one is g oin g to  have to  look at  i t v ery  p rac
tic ally in ter ms  of  where the votes  are,  wh eth er or  no t you have  the  
votes  to b ring  it forward .

A pa rt  fro m t ha t, it  sta nds a t th e to p of the l ist.
Now, in terms  of  SA LT , it  dep end s on when  we can complete  the 

neg otia tion s. We  s til l hav e some ha rd  n ut s to crack inso far as SA LT  
is concerned.

Senator  K ennedy . Tha nk  you.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION ON MX

Fi na lly , could  you tell  us wh at  the pos itio n of the  ad min ist ra tio n 
is on the  M X?  Given the  d ire ction  in which  you a re moving in SA LT , 
wh at are you goin g to reques t in  terms  of th e M X ?
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Senator Mathias. May I sharpen that question a bit ?
Senator K ennedy. Sure.
Senator Mathias. Would the MX be the price, the  domestic price, 

for SALT?
Secretary Vance. No, it would not.
The MX option, however, is kept open in the agreement which we 

are negotia ting in SALT.
[Deleted.]
Inso far as MX is concerned, under the schedules which we have, 

there are no flight tests planned d uring  this  3-year period, so the only 
effect that  would have would be on the Soviets.

Inso far as deployment is concerned, MX certainly is not going 
to be ready for deployment, if it is ever put into production, until 
the 1980’s, and therefore tha t is not affected. But it would affect the 
Soviets, [deleted].

Now, at the end of the Protocol period, we will have the option 
still open to us to go forward with MX should t ha t be under all the 
circumstances the course of action tha t our national security would 
require. But  there is no determination at this point tha t tha t is the 
direction in which we ought to go. We simply don’t know enough yet 
about what the general situation  will be, what the state of develop
ment will show. Therefore there is no determination. It is not the 
price, as you were suggesting, Senator Mathias.

The Chairman. Senator Mathias, do you have any further 
questions ?

Senator Mathias. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Secretary has 
been here for a long time and has been very patient.

ASSESSMENT OF SOVIET INTENTIONS

Let me jus t take him back to the point where he s tarted , where he 
said tha t we ought  to take a comprehensive look at the whole scene.

Certainly an assessment of Soviet intentions is par t of a look at 
the whole scene.

In ligh t of the Soviet tendency to expand their  conventional forces 
as well as thei r strategic  forces, can you draw any kind of conclu
sions as to the direction which they are taking?

Secretary  Vance. My belief is t hat  insofar  as strategic forces are 
concerned, thei r direction is one of maintenance of rough equality 
or rough par tity  bet ween the two nations.

Inso far as conventional forces are concerned, we have somewhat of 
a mixed bag, where they certainly have superiority over the  I  nited 
States in terms of manpower but they have a different geographical 
situation  than what  we are faced with.

In terms of various types of equipment, we have superiority over 
them in terms of quality and in some cases in terms of numbers. In 
other cases they have superiority.

So, we have a rathe r mixed picture.
Fur ther , I think  tha t one has to take a look at the conventional 

situation  in terms not only of what we and the  Soviets have, but what 
we and our allies and they and thei r allies have. Central to this is 
the question of the balance in central Europe , and tha t is the whole
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reason fo r the discussions we hav e been havin g on MBF R,  discus 
sions  whic h hav e no t been moving w ith  much speed.

There  are  some ind ica tions th at there may  be int ere sts  on the  pa rt  
of  the  Sov iets  tryi ng  to move a bi t in MBF R.  I an tic ipate th at  th is 
will  be a sub jec t whi ch will  come up  fo r discussion when Brezhn ev 
meets  wi th Helmut  Schm idt  at  t he  end of  Novem ber. The all ies  have 
pu t on the table a newT pro posal  wi th  respec t to the  trou blesom e is
sue, and th e Sov iets  have come back wi th  a cou nte rproposa l, which 
is now being consid ered  by the al lies.

[De lete d.]
So, thes e are  new develop men ts in  the mil l at  thi s po int . There  is 

a possibil ity  of some movement in th is  area, although I don’t th ink 
it is  going to hap pe n ve ry f ast .

Sena tor  Mathias. Tha nk  you very  much.
The Chairman. Are there any fu rther  ques tions? Dick?
Sena tor  Clark. Th an k you, Mr.  Ch airma n. I have ju st  two 

quest ions.

LIMITATIONS ON CURRENT ICBM IMPROVEMENTS

Let  us look at  the  Protocol  for  the  moment. [De leted.]
Secre tary V ance . Yes.
Sena tor  Clark. [Deleted.]
Secre tary V ance. [De leted.]
Se na tor  Clark. [Deleted.]
Secre tary Vance . [De leted.]
Sena tor  Clark. [Deleted.]
Secre tar y Vance . [Deleted.]
Se na tor  "Clark. [De leted.]
Secre tar y Vance . [Deleted.]
Sena tor  Clark. [Deleted .]
Secre tar y Vance. [De leted.]
Se na tor  C lark. [De leted.]
Secre tar y Vance. [De leted.]
Sena tor  C lark. [De leted.]
Secre tary Vance. [De leted.]

POSITIVE SIDE OF TREATY

In  conclusion, Mr . Secre tary, I  h ea rd  you say,  a t lea st in yo ur  open
ing  statem ent, th at th e posi tive side of  th is  tre aty— and p lease tel l me i f 
I  am on the right tra ck —is th a t it  does pro vid e equa l numbers  of 
del ive ry vehic les and equa l a ggreg ate s in accorda nce wi th  th e Jackso n 
amend ment on  SALT I ------

Secre tary V ance. Rig ht.
Sena tor  Clark [con tin uin g] . Tha t there is act ua lly  a reduct ion , of 

force s bv th e Soviets  if  th is a dopte d------
Secre tary V ance . Correc t.
Se na tor  Clark. Tha t fo r the fir st tim e in any  arr angeme nt,  if  our 

proposa l is a dopte d in the  P rotocol,  we hav e some k ind  o f rea l con trol 
over qu ali tat ive impro vem ents of  both ex ist ing  system s an d any new 
systems.
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Secretary Vance. Th at is correct.
[Deleted.]
Senator Clark. Which is the most significant.
Secretary Vance. Yes.
Senator Clark. Thank you very much.
The Chairman. Mr. Secretary, you have had a long siege. We ap

preciate it.
SUBMISSION OF TREATY

All t ha t we have talked about this morning is provisional, isn't it ?
Secretary Vance. Yes.
The Chairman. In  other words, afte r there is full agreement be

tween the two countries, will it be submitted as a treaty or an execu
tive agreement ? How will it be submitted ?

Secretary  Vance. I t will be submitted as a treaty . The trea ty will 
have a Protocol attached to it which will cover these especially difficult 
items. The Protocol  will have a 3-year life, rather than the full life of 
the trea ty, which runs unt il 1985.

In addition, we are preparing as the th ird  tier the sta tement of pr in
ciples which will guide the negotiations in SALT II I.

QUEST ION S FOR THE RECORD

The Chairman. We have been inte rrupted throughout the morning 
and members have not been able to stay here.

Would you be willing, Mr. Secretary, if any member wished to pro 
pound questions to you in writing to  answer those for the record?

Secretary Vance. I would be delighted, Mr. Chairman, to do so. 
And any time members of the  committee have any questions that they 
wish to ask, i f they get in touch with me or my stall’, we would be de
lighted to furnish any and all information tha t we can, w ith the ex
ception essentially of the instructions to the delegation, because I 
think i t is inappropriate under the Constitution for us to furnish that  
information. But anyth ing t ha t we possibly can do for you, we would 
be delighted to do.

The Chairman. We thank you for your lengthy discussion with us 
this morning and for bearing with us dur ing our many interruptions.

Secretary Vance. Thank you for inviting me before the committee 
today.

The Chairman. This committee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon at 12:58 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to re

convene upon the call of the Chair.]
[Secretary Vance’s responses to additional questions for the record 

follo w:]
Secretary Van ce’s R esp on ses to Addit iona l Que st ions  for th e R ecord

Question  1. In regard  to the  problem of pote ntia l vulnerab ility  of the Minute
man II I and Titan missile forces, please  provide the Execu tive Bran ch analysis  
of the  vuln erab ility  of the force to 1900 with  the  presently  projected SALT 
Tre aty  and Protocol, and abse nt a SALT Tre aty  and Protocol. Plea se tak e into  
account such fac tors  as available warheads , yield of warheads , and reli abi lity  of 
the missile force.

Answer. The Execu tive Branch is cur ren tly  in the  advanced stages of a com
prehensive analysi s of the Minuteman/Titan survivab ility  issue in the ligh t of 
the emerging SALT agreement. As soon as thi s ana lysi s is completed the  result s 
will be immediately provided to the SFRC.
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Question 2. Please discuss fully the  f actors  which hear upon the  survivability 
of penetra tion  bombers, and  penetra tion  bombers car rying stand-off crui se mis
siles during the  projected period of the  SALT TWO Trea ty and Protocol.

Answer. The ini tia l survivability of US bombers is determined  by their  aler t 
posture , degree of dispersal, the timeliness of warning  of Soviet attack , and the  
bomber's abil ity to withstand  the effects of nuclear  detonations dur ing the ir 
flyout. The overa ll impact of these fac tors was assessed in the OSD Bomber 
Modernization Study for the best estimate of the  mid-to-late  1980’s threat . 
[Deleted.]

The issue of Soviet air  defense capability  vis-a-vis a penetra ting  bomber or an 
air-lau nched  cruise missile (ALCM) car rying heavy  bomber was extensively 
studied prio r to the decision to recommend concellation of the B -l  program in 
favo r of deploying ALCM-carrying heavy bombers. These efforts concluded th at  
through the late  1980’s, no significant Soviet ai r defense aga inst pen etra ting  
bombers or ALCMs could be deployed. This  subject was also analyzed in the 
OSD Bomber Modern ization Study. However, to hedge aga inst  such a threat, and 
to furth er  complicate the Soviet ai r defense problem, a mix of ALCM-carrying 
heavy bombers and penetrat ing bombers will be deployed.

Question 3. Is  there any information available which would indicate  any deg
radatio n in the  surv ivab ility  of the Po lar is/P ose ido n/T rident subm arine  force 
during the projected period of the Treaty and Protocol? If  so, please  expla in 
fully.

Answer. Currently , intelligence estimates do not  cred it the Soviet Union with  
an ASW capability th at  is effective again st US balli stic missile submarine s 
(SSB Ns).  Intensive US studie s of a  multitu de of technologies and physica l phe
nomena th at  might  conceivably be explo ited by the  Soviets in an anti-SSBN ef
for t has failed to revea l any area of promise for  development of a significant 
Soviet anti-SSBN capability.  However, it  is possible that  a breakthrough in 
ASW technology could provide  the  Soviets with  additional capa bility aga inst 
•hese submar ines. The capability of this hypothe tical  breakthrough would then 
depend on mission and p latfo rm deployment.

Question 4- If  the Soviet Union were to launch a surpris e att ack  at  this time 
aga inst  United Sta tes  submarine forces, what is our  projec tion as to how many 
submarines of the  total  force could be successfully detected,  targeted , and de
stroyed. How would those  figures change if the re were adequate  warning  time 
to allow p rudent  sh ifts  in submarine  location?

Answer. Our curre nt stra tegic planning  for a Soviet first strike assumes that  
all import US SSBNs are  destroyed, and  all  those at  sea survive. [Deleted.] 
Our planning must be based on the assumption that  warn ing time is inade
quate to move any SSBNs from port.  Given sufficient warning, however, the 
SSBN force could be furth er  augmented by moving boats  out of port.

Question 5. In  what ways would thi s new Treaty and Protocol lim it qua li
tative improvements? What would be the  effect  of any improvement limits upon 
the thr ea t to United Sta tes forces? How would any contem plated qua lita tive 
res tra int s be verified?

Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 6. Wh at would be the specific effect upon our mil itary programs of 

the T reaty itse lf?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 7. To wh at extent  would the  tliree -year Protocol slow or stop any 

present United Sta tes programs?
Answer. As Sec reta ry Brown said in a news conference at  NATO Headquar

ters  (December 7, 1977), “The nego tiatio ns with the  Soviet Union insofa r as 
they regard sea- and land-based cruise missiles are conta ined ent irely in a 
protocol which would be expected to run  for  three  years,  during which time 
the U.S., and I believe the European Allies as well, would not, in fact,  be in a 
position to deploy such missiles simply because their  development  has  not pro
ceeded to the poin t where the ir deployment would be feasible  very much before 
then .”

[Deleted.]
Question 8. What do we know a bou t the  effect of the Treaty,  and the  Protocol 

in regard to Soviet programs?
Answer. The force  table s accompanying these questions provide  our  best esti 

mate of the  impact of the agreement  on Soviet force levels as compared to the 
“no-agreement” sit uation. [Deleted.]
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Question 9. If  there were no SALT TWO Tre aty  and Protocol,, what overall 
total of strategic  offensive forces might the  Soviet Union be expected to achieve 
by 1985?

Answer. The force  tables accompanying these questions show the “best esti
mate” of Soviet force levels in the  absence of a SALT ag reemen t. The  aggregate 
Soviet fo rce level in  this  situat ion  is  es timated  to be over 3,000.

Question 10. How many MIRVed missiles m ight  they have by 1985?
Answer. The best estimate is th at  they would have about [deleted] MIRVed 

missiles in the  absence of a SALT agreement.
Question 11. How many land-based MIRVed ICBMs might  they have  by 1985?
Answer. The best  estimate is th at  they would have about [deleted] MIRVed 

ICBMs in  th e absence of  a  SALT agreement.
Question 12. How firm is the  evidence the  United Sta tes has  th at  the  Soviet 

Union would sub stan tial ly exceed the ceilings  now under discuss ion?
Answer. The estimates given represent  the intelligence community’s “best 

estimate” of Soviet programs in the  absence of SALT. The estimate is based 
on intelligence  info rmation on Soviet programs currently in development, pas t 
Soviet practices, and  assessments of Soviet moderniza tion requi rements.

Question  13. In  the  late 1960’s, form er Secretary  of Defense  McNamara con
cluded th at  400 one-megaton-equivalent nuc lear weapons would inflict unac
ceptable damage on the  Soviet Union, and  th at  United Sta tes  abi lity  to deliver 
th at  kind of devasta tion  shou ld be a  sufficient d eter rent.

a. Has  thin king abou t what it  might tak e to deter nuc lear  wa r changed  as 
the  composi tion a nd design of our forces has  changed ?

b. What is the present concept of what it  would tak e to deter  nuc lear  war, 
and would th at  abil ity be assuredly retained under the SALT TWO Tre aty  now 
taking shape?

Answer. The changes in design and  composition of our  stra teg ic forces have 
not significantly affected perceptions of the  requirements  for  deterr ing  nuc lear  
war.

The prin cipa l requ irem ent for  dete rren ce is th at  the  US maintain  forces 
which could sus tain a massive Soviet firs t str ike  and survive with  sufficient 
capability  to inflic t damage  in a ret ali ato ry att ack which would be viewed as 
unacceptable by the  Soviet leade rship . We are  confident th at  the  ret ail iatory  
capability  of curre nt US forces in term s of damage capability  [deleted] is suf
ficient to deter Soviet atta ck.  The actua l percentage damage to various tar ge t 
bases is a function of US targ eting policy. However, it is clear th at  the  emerg
ing agreement would not  have any signif icant  impact on thi s capa bility because 
of th e minim al impact on US stra teg ic programs.

Question  14- At his March  30 p ress  conference, the  Pre sident  linked stra teg ic 
limi ts on the  Soviet Backfire  bomber and specific limi ts th at  would be placed 
on cruise missiles. The Protocol would app ear  to limit the  range of cruise  
missiles, at  least  fo r the t ime being.

a. Wh at assu ranc es on the Backf ire bomber do you believe would be sat is
facto ry, and  might  these assurances be veri fied and enforced?

b. Do you believe the  Soviet side is prepared to meet our leg itim ate requests  
on the Backf ire bomber?

Answer. [Deleted.] The precise na ture  of the commitm ents they  would un de r
take to sat isfy  us on t his  issue  i s cur ren tly  under negotia tion. [Deleted.] Soviet 
obliga tions rega rding Backfire will be subject to the same rule s regard ing  veri
fication and enforcement as the  agreem ent itsel f. [Deleted.]

Question  15. Will the range-ceiling on ALCMs carried by United Sta tes  bomb
ers be adequa te to allow the  missi les to hit  the  necessary tar ge ts while the  
bombers themselves remain  a t a  safe dista nce?

Answer. The [deleted] ALCM range limit , which has  been agreed  for the 
period  of the Protocol, will permit  the US to mainta in an effective  stra tegic 
bomber force aga inst current Soviet defenses and aga ins t those projected du r
ing the  period of the  Protocol. A very high percentage  of the imp ortant  target s 
in the  Soviet Union can be covered by ALCMs launched at  high al titude from 
outside projected 1980-81 Soviet ai r defenses. ALCM launch at  low alti tude 
would allow closer approach to Soviet ai r defenses and improved ta rget  cov
erage. The capability  of covering the  remaining targets is provided by pene
tra tin g bombers, which we inte nd to maintain  in the overall bomber force  to 
provide flex ibility and to complement the  ALCM-carrying bombers.

We intend to reevaluate ALCM range requ irem ents  for  the  post-Protocol 
period in the ligh t of fu ture  Soviet developments in ai r defenses , as well as any 
con stra ints  on a ir defenses which are negotiated  in SALT THR EE.
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Question 16. Is  the  Soviet side willing to allow the  deployment of  crui se missiles on wide-bodied air cra ft,  such as the 747 or DC-10, as well as on heavy bombers?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 11. Do the  proposed cruise missile  ceilings in the  Tre aty  and the Protocol place any  signif icant res tric tion s on United Sta tes  force capabiliti es?Answer. No. The impact of the  ALUM range limi t is described in the  answer to Question 15. The SLGM/GLCM limi ts in the Protocol will res ult  in at  most a minor  delay in currently projected IOCs as described in the  answer  to Question 7. There rema ins, of course, the issue  of cruise missile range  requirements  in the post-Protocol period. This issue will be thoroughly analyzed in the  context of following-on negotia tions.
Question 18. Wh at kind of problems do you envisage incorpora ting any cruise missile limitat ions in a subsequent tre aty  before the  three-year  Pro tocol expires?Answer. The SALT THR EE nego tiatio ns will st ar t immediately af te r rati fication of a SALT TWO agreem ent. It  is imix>ssible to pred ict when a SALT THREE agreemen t would be concluded, but  it is our  intention to seek such an agreemen t a t the ear lies t possible date.
[Deleted .]
Question 19. Do you believe the  abil ity to deploy long-range cruise missiles in Europe is of significance to the NATO Alliance? If  so, will this Trea ty and Protocol p reserve that  ab ility ?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 20. What importance  do our Allies place upon the deployment of long- range cru ise missiles in  Europe?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 21. Do you believe that  there are  any viable altern atives  to such deployments ?
Answer. The question of cru ise missile deployment is rela ted to thea ter  nuclear force modernizat ion and improvements in opposing Soviet forces. Possible altern ativ es to cruise missile deployment include addi tional F - l l l  deployments, extended-range Pershings, commitm ent of add itional  SLBM RVs to SACEUR, etc. These, as well as the  arms  control  altern atives  for  cruise  missiles, will be analyzed in detail with in the Alliance.
Question 22. Many Europeans app arently  see the  cruise missiles  as a counter to the  Soviet SS-20 intermediate- range ball istic missiles. If  it is deployed as a counter, it is clea r tha t, in at  least the  European  area , an arms buildup would be chosen in lieu of arms limi tation. Was any thought given to limi ting  cruise  missiles and SS-20 mobile missiles  as  an alt ern ative  to a fu rth er  arms buildup in NATO?
Answer. [Deleted.] no decisions on sea- and  ground-launched cruise missile deployment have been taken either by the Allies or the  United States. The Protocol period of SALT TWO is  designed  both to keep cruise missile options open and to provide  the time for us and the  Allies to consul t on thi s question, including possible a lter nat ives such as t he ater  arms control negotia tions.
Question 23. Was the sublimit on MIRVed ICBMs chosen with  the  thought that  300 or so M-X missiles migh t be deployed? If  so, would approva l of this agreement be tan tam ount to a decision to deploy M-X?
Answer. No. This was never a considerat ion. Approval of thi s agreem ent would be totally  wi thout prejud ice to the  issue of M-X deployment.
Question 24. On balance, do you believe th at  the  Soviet Union would ra the r deploy or ban mobile miss iles? Why?
Answer. [Deleted .]
Question 25. If  the two sides were to deploy large numbers of mobile missiles, would the  net  mil itar y advanta ge of th at  deployment be with the  Soviet Union or United  Sta tes?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 26. What would this proposed Treaty and Protocol do to resolve the difficulties posed by the sim ilar ity between the  Soviet str ategic  mobile missile, the SS-16, and  the Soviet in term edia te-range mobile missile, the  SS-20?Answer. [Deleted.]



BRIEFINGS ON SALT NEGOTIATIONS

TU ESDA Y, NO VE MBE R 29,  1977

U nited States Senate. 
Committee on F oreign Relations ,

"Washington^ D.G.
Th e commit tee met, p ur su an t to  no tice , a t 10 :15 a.m., in room S-l lf i,  

the  C apito l Bu ild ing,  th e Ho norab le Fra nk Ch urc h (p resid ing) .
Pr es en t:  Se na tor s Ch urc h, Glenn,  Sto ne,  Sarba nes , Case,  Pears on , 

an d Baker .
Se na tor  C hu rc h. The h ea rin g wil l plea se come to  order.

OPENING STATEMENT

Today  t he  Commit tee  on For eign  Rela tio ns  wi ll he ar  the Ho norab le 
Pa ul  C. Warn ke , the  Di rec tor  o f the Ar ms Con trol and Disarm am ent 
Agency and Ch ai rm an  of the U.S . SA LT [st ra tegic arm s lim ita tio n 
tal ks ] del egation  in  hi s fir st appeara nce b efore the  co mmittee  since t he 
SA LT  I  Ag ree ment ex pir ed  on October  3,1977.

He  completed anoth er rou nd  of  n egoti ati ons seve ral weeks ago a nd  
he is re tu rn in g to  Geneva tod ay  fo r fu rther  negotia tions on SA LT  
mili ta ry  s tab iliza tio n in the  In di an  Ocean an d the  comprehensive  tes t 
ban.

There  hav e been  enc ourag ing  repo rts  that  S V L TII  can be  conc luded 
wi thin a few  weeks. I am sure  th at members o f th is commit tee share  the  
des ire fo r th e su ccessful outcom e of  a new agreem ent  wh ich  appli es  rea l 
and comprehensive  res tri cti on s to the nucle ar arm s race an d is in the  
na tio na l se curity  in ter est s o f the  Uni ted Sta tes .

We welcome you, Mr.  W arnk e, and we wou ld lik e you to  proceed 
wi th y our pr ese nta tio n, a ft er  which t he re  wil l be ques tions .

STATEMENT OF HON. PAU L C. WA RN KE , DIRE CTOR, ARMS CONTROL
AND DISARM AMENT  AGENCY AND CHAIR MAN, U. S. SALT DELE
GATION, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS GRAHAM, GENERAL COUN
SEL, ACDA, AND SPURGEON  KE EN Y, DEPUTY DIRE CTOR, ACDA

Mr.  W arnke. Th an k you very much, Se na tor Churc h and mem bers  
of the  committee.

I do not  have  a p repa red s tat em en t an d I  th in k t ha t p erha ps  it  would 
be most use ful  if  I  cou ld respond to the que stio ns which  th e various  
members of the  committ ee have.

I  wo uld l ike , how ever , to  sketch in  a li tt le  backgrou nd  and  give you  a 
repo rt on wh ere  we stand  at  the  presen t po int .

(3 3 ,
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As  alw ays, i t is a  pl eas ure  for  me to hav e the  o pp or tuni ty  to ap pe ar  
before  th is c omm ittee .

Sena tor  Ctiurch. Excu se me, M r. W arn ke.
I  believe th at  y ou ha d expected th at th is wou ld be a closed session.
Mr.  W arn ke. I  d id.
Se na tor  C hurch. Then we need to  ha ve a m otio n to close thi s m eet

ing.
Se na tor  Case. I  move t hat  th is session be closed, M r. Ch airma n.
Sena tor  C hurch. Tha nk  you.
Th e mo tion  has been m ade that  the  session be closed.
All  those  in f av or  so indicat e by  say ing  “aye .”
[A chorus of  ayes.]
Sena tor  C tiurch. The  committee  is unanim ous . T his m eet ing  is now 

closed.
W ill  all those who are  not au tho riz ed  to  rem ain  in an executive  

session o f th is comm ittee  please  leave the room.
[Wher eup on, at  10:18 a.m., the com mit tee wen t into executive  

session.]
EXEC UTIV E SESSION

Sena tor  Church. No rvi ll, are  all pers ons  prese nt properl y clea red 
fo r a c lassified session ?

Mr. J ones. Eve ryo ne is cleared,  Mr . C ha irm an.
Sena tor  Church. F ine , th an k you.
Mr. Warn ke , excuse me f or  i nt er ru pt in g you. Since ev eryone here  is 

clea red,  we will proceed in executive session.
Mr. W arnke. I am glad  to hav e the op po rtu ni ty  to ta lk  wi th  the 

committ ee before  I  re tu rn  to  Geneva and to  Ber ne for, as Se na tor  
Churc h has  sta ted , the res um ption of  the  com preh ensive test ban  
talk s, the  I nd ian Ocean arm s l im ita tio n tal ks , and the  c ontin ua tio n of 
the  SAL T talk s.

I  would like  to give  a l itt le  ba ckgro und to  p ut  in to p ersp ecti ve where 
we ar e today .

BACK GROUND

As we all  remembe r, back  last Ma rch , we att em pted  to  break  the log
jam  th at  ha d con tinued  fo r some time in SA LT  by ma kin g al ternate 
proposa ls. One of  t hem was a com prehensive  appro ach , which  would 
have include d new elem ents  consist ent with ou r lon g-term  goals of no t 
only  qu an tit at ive reduct ion s, bu t also qu ali tat ive res tri cti on s th at  
would hav e p reserv ed the s tra tegic ba lance an d pre vente d the develop
ment of  counte rfo rce  c apabilit ies  w hich could ren de r the  s tra teg ic  s it 
ua tion less s table.

At the same tim e we presen ted , as you  recall , a so-ca lled de ferra l 
package , which would  h ave  d efer red everything  to  S ALT  I I I , except  
to embody the Vladivo sto k lim its  of  2,400 str ateg ic  nucle ar del ive ry 
vehicles, 1,320 of  which  could be M IR V ’d [m ul tip le ind ependentl y 
tar ge tab le reen try  vehicle]  missil es.

At  t hat  time, as y ou also recall,  t he  Sovie ts rejected both proposals . 
Since then  we have been e ndeav oring  to wo rk out a  SA LT  II  tre at y t hat 
would br ing us alo ng  towa rd the objectives  of  our comprehensive  
prop osal.

We  have  h ad  a  cons iderable deg ree  o f success in th at  r eg ard an d we 
have ha d a  num ber of  setbacks a lon g th e way .
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Up u nt il M ay,  about th e only accomplish ment th at  had  been achieved 
was  agreem ent  on a ne go tia tin g framewo rk.  Th e nego tia tin g fram e
work, however, does g ive  us a basis on  w hich we can resolve the dif fer 
ences th at  exis t betwe en ourselves a nd  th e Sovie t U nio n because i t e n
ables  us to ge t in  th e tre aty its el f the fund am en tal  lim its  of  a 
qu an tit at ive n atur e and  also p rov ides for  some red uct ion s in  the  fu tur e.

VLADIVOSTOK AGREE MENT

This, it  seems to us, is  very im po rta nt  because o f the fac t t ha t i t p uts 
into trea ty  form a major  breakthrou gh  whi ch occurred in late 1974.

You wil l reme mbe r th at  in 1974, at  Vl adivo sto k, fo r the fir st time  the  
Sov iet Un ion  agreed to the  pr inc ipl e of  e qual agg reg ate s, the in ter im  
agreem ent  whi ch is being taci tly  observed, bu t which has expir ed  
tech nically , did  no t set equa l agg reg ate s. I t  pro vid ed  fo r a num erical  
edge fo r the S oviet Union.

Sena tor  C hurch. Mr . W am ke , w ould you please  exp lai n the  re ason 
whv  the  Vladivostok agreem ent  ena bled the  Sov iet Un ion  to secure 
a num eric al edge  ?

Mr. W arnke. Th e Vladivostok agreem ent , Se na tor  C hurch , did not 
enab le them  to  secu re a  numerical edge. Th ey  ha d t hat  num erical  ed ge ; 
and  in t he  inter im  a greement  of  1972, the levels  set were  unequal.  On 

IC BM ’s—in ter cont ine ntal ba lli sti c missile—for  example, we were 
froz en at  o ur  1,054, and the y ha d ap prox im ately 1,600. As  f ar as sub 
mari ne  tubes are  concerned, the  lau nchers of  the  sub marine launch ed 
balli sti c missi les, we were  pe rm itted  656 and they  could bu ild  up to 
950 by dism an tling  some of thei r old er IC BM ’s.

Now we could afford  to accept th at nume rical di sp ar ity  back in 
1972 because of th e fact  th at  it  did n ot  inc lud e some systems. I t  did  no t 
inc lud e the str ate gic bom ber  force. Also , at  t ha t time we ha d a very, 
very sub sta nti al lead in  the  numb er of  n uc lea r wa rhe ads  because  ou r 
M IR V ’ing prog ram was way  ahe ad of  the irs .

Bu t, as a basi s fo r the  fu tur e, the  int eri m agreem ent  is un sa tis 
fac tor y. Th at  is why  Vla divostok was, I  th ink,  a signal accomplis h
ment in th at  Pr es iden t Fo rd  and Gener al Se cre tar y Brezh nev  were 
able  to agree on the pr inc iple of  equal aggre ga tes  [de leted].

Se na tor  Church. So the in ter im  agree me nt of  1972 cre ated the  
in iti al  di sp ar ity  ?

Mr.  W arnke. Th at ’s righ t.

STRATEGIC DELIVERY SYSTEM  LI MIT S

Se na tor  Church. A t Vladivos tok , when you  agreed  to th e up pe r 
lim its  of  2,400 st ra teg ic del ive ry syste m, did th ose  upp er  lim its  inc lude 
or  exclude bom bers  ?

Mr. W arn ke. Those inc lud ed bom bers  as well as the  submarine - 
lau nched b all ist ic miss iles and the inte rcon tin en ta l b all ist ic missiles.

So, it  encompasses a ll of  the  s tra teg ic  in ter cont ine ntal systems.
Se na tor  Churc h. Ca n you expla in to  m e then  why , if  th at  cei ling 

were  agr eed to an d inc lud ed all  i nte rcon tin en ta l del ive ry systems, the  
to ta l numb er of  Sov iet  missiles exceeds the  2,400 lim it—-or does it— 
today ?
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Mr. Warnke. I t would somewhat exceed the 2,400 limit today, but 
the 2,400 limit is not in effect at the present point. I t was a Vladi
vostok understanding.

Senator Church. The Vladivostok principles  were never consum
mated in a treaty  ?

Mr. Warnke. That is correct, yes.
Senator Church. Can you give us the actual numbers that do exist 

today ?
Mr. Warnke. I think tha t the  Soviets have a total number of st ra

tegic nuclear delivery vehicles which is about 2,500.
Senator Church. That compares to what number on the American 

side?
Mr. Warnke. Ours is a little under 2,100.
Senator Church. Thank you.
Senator Case. Would you permit a question, Mr. Chairman?
Senator Church. Of course.
Senator Case. Mr. Warnke, I would like to follow up on one of the 

chairman’s questions.
It  seems to me that  back in 1972 we were told that , among other 

things,  these limits were acceptable because this  was as far  as we 
planned to go in any event with our building.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
So, as a result, when we are now talking about ceilings, we are talk 

ing about ceilings which in the first instance will require destruction 
of some Soviet systems without requir ing us to get rid of any o f our 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.

Mr. Graham, who is our General Counsel, informs me tha t we have 
about 2,150 at  the present point. I t is with  some degree of uncertainty  
because it depends upon how many of the B-52’s we count.

But we are well below the 2,400 figure.
Senator Church. So if, as we have been told, the  Soviet Union were 

to agree to this new total in th is SALT agreement they would actually 
have to destroy a considerable number of intercontinental strategic 
delivery systems; tha t is, they will have to destroy a considerable 
number of missiles or bombers-----

Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Church [continuing]. In order  to come down to the agreed 

ceiling, while the United States will not have to destroy any of its 
weapons.

Air. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Church. Any of our missiles or bombers?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Church. I  think t hat  is something tha t really ought to be 

pointed out but is not getting stressed in the press at all. It  needs to 
be very strongly emphasized.

SOVIET CON CESSION

Here the Soviet Union is making a very significant concession. If  
we were asked to destroy a number of our bombers and missiles, we 
would be very much aware of tha t. I don’t thin k we are aware of  the 
fact that the Russians apparently have decided to agree to th at reduc
tion in the size of their strategic force.
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Mr. W arnke. Tha t is why , Se na tor , in  my opinion, if  you ha d a 
trea ty  which only inc luded the Vladivo sto k un de rst andin gs , it  w ould  
st ill  be a defi nite  step fo rw ard towa rd  effective arm s con trol whi ch 
wou ld s tre ng the n our  natio na l secur ity.  B ut  the  ques tion  is no t wh eth er 
we can get  a good tr ea ty ; i t is a question of  how good can it  be. Can  
it be signif icantly be tte r than  Vla div ostok? In  my opinion it  can be 
an d i t wi ll be.

TRE ATY  PR INCIPL ES  AG REEM ENT

Back in May , we were able to agree  on th e pri nc ipl e th a t the re 
wou ld be a trea ty  last ing throug h 1985, and then  a Proto col  to  the  
trea ty  whi ch wou ld last  throug h 1980. That  Proto co l enab les us to 
solve some o f t he  basic p roblems wi th  r eg ard to new weapons systems.

It , for  example,  includes a ban  on the deployment o f mobile launch ers . 
I t  w ill include  a  ban on some new typ es of  ICBM ’s and  possibly some 
new types of SL BM ’s [subm arine- lau nch ed ba llis tic  mis sile ]. I t  
would con tain tempo rary  re st ra in ts  on the dep loyment of  gro und- 
launched cruise  miss iles and sea -lau nch ed cru ise  missile s, bu t no ban 
on an ything  in the development  process. So, w’hat  it  does is to buy 
time.

Se na tor  Case. Excus e me. Is  th at an ythi ng  now in the develop
ment process  or no ban  on the  deve lopm ent o f an ythi ng  ?

Mr. W arnke. [De leted.]
Sena tor  Case. Wh at  abo ut the mob ile missile s ?
Mr.  W arnke. [De leted.]
Se na tor  Case. Bu t no t research a nd  develop ment?
Mr. W arnke. Res earc h, of  course, Se na tor Case, as you know, is 

a very difficult th in g to  ban  in a tr ea ty  because you can not  ve rif y it. 
Basically  we have  to  ban th ings  like fligh t test ing and dep loyment, 
thi ng s th at  are  verif iab le by ou r na tio na l tec hnica l means.

Sena tor  Case. I u nd ersta nd  that —bu t ar e we developing ?
Mr. W arnke. [Delete d.]
Sena tor  Case. S o, it  is only three  ye ars , an d it  could be rea dy  then ?
Se na tor  Ciiu rc ii. Th at’s righ t.
Pa ul , did you hav e a question ?
Sena tor  Sarbanes. Than k you.

LIMI TE D PROTOCOL PERIOD

Is  it  the Uni ted St ates  in  the nego tia tio ns  th a t seeks the lim ited 
Pro tocol period as opposed  to  a tr ea ty  pe rio d wi th  respec t to these  
weapons sy stem s ?

Mr. W arnke. Yes.
[De lete d.]
Se na tor  Sarbanes. So, you seek a Proto co l because you wa nt  to 

main tai n some freedo m of  movement in  1980 with  resp ect  to  those 
weapons systems, depend ing  on how the sit ua tio n develops,  is th at  
cor rec t ?

Mr. W arnke. Th at  is correct.
Se na tor  Sarbanes. T o wh at exten t is it  a problem fo r us if  we go 

into a Pro toc ol,  even tho ugh we dis tin gu ish  it  fro m a trea ty , if  at  
the end  of  the Pro tocol per iod  we are  un de r conside rabl e pre ssu re 
ei ther  to maintain th at situa tio n or  no t to de pa rt  fro m it, and a de-
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partu re from i t would be perceived at t ha t time as the United  States, 
in effect, again launching or initia ting  the arms race ?

Mr. Warnke. I think, Senator Sarbanes, tha t tha t will not be a 
problem because we will have the opportunity to decide at  th at time 
whether we are be tter off continuing with some restraints  in exchange 
for something tha t restrains Soviet developments, or whether we are 
better off at that  point going ahead with deployment.

Tha t would depend in considerable pa rt on the conclusions tha t 
we reach this 3-year period.

The advantages of the Protocol are threefold. For  one thing, it 
enables you to postpone a decision until  you have thought through 
both the military and arms control implications of the systems th at 
are under th is temporary restr iction. The second thing is it enables you 
to consult your allies and find out  what thei r attitude is going to be 
as to whether they would prefe r to have greater  freedom on the par t 
of the United States to deploy cruise missiles, o r whether they feel 
tha t the ir interests  can be better protected  in some other fashion. Then, 
I think, third , what it does is enable you to preserve your bargain ing 
position for  SAL T I II . Our ant icipat ion is that immediately a fter  the 
conclusion of SALT I I  we will get into a SALT II I  negotiation. The 
objective would be to get more effective measures of arms control 
prio r even to the expiration of  the protocol let  alone the t reaty itself. 
We just don’t really know enough at  the present po int as to the  mili
tary and arms control implications of some types of cruise missiles 
to be able to make that decision today.

The same is true  as far  as mobile launchers of ICMB’s are 
concerned.

[Deleted.]
Senator Ciiurcii. Do you mean a mobile missile ?
Mr. Warnke. A mobile missile, tha t is correct.
They are f urther  along tow ard the development of  a mobile ICBM 

which could be launched from a mobile launcher.
Senator Case. What kind of missile is that ?
Mr. Warnke. I t is the so-called SS-16—at least we so call it the 

SS-16. [Deleted.]
It  has been a problem in the negotiations because of  the fact tha t 

it is associated with the SS-20, which is an intermediate range ballistic 
missile. The SS-16 basically is the  addition of a th ird  stage to the  SS- 
20, which gives it greater range.

Senator Church. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. [Deleted.]
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Church. [Deleted.]
Mr. W arnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. [Deleted.]
Mr. W arnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Church. [Deleted.]
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Church. [Deleted.]
Senator Pearson. May I ask a question, please? Paul, were you 

finished?
Senator Sarbanes. Yes, I  was.
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Senator  Pearson. Doesn’t this effort to put limitations on the 
quantitative aspect of intercontinental missiles, strategic missiles, pull 
us away from the advantages of Vladivostok? ^.ou made the point 
that  tha t treaty was good because it  put  absolute limits on everything.

Mr. Warnke. That’s right.
Senator  Pearson. Now, with the 3-year Protocol and with the 

development of the cruise missiles and the arguments tha t go around 
about the Backfire and so forth , don’t we really pull out a little bit 
from tha t certain ty of real number limits set at Vladivostok, even 
though they were very high limits?

I am not arguing whether or not tha t is bad or good, but perhaps 
the circumstances and the issues make us do that.

Mr. Warnke. Senator, I don’t think tha t it pulls away from 
Vladivostok because the t reaty itself, the t reaty  lasting through 1985, 
would set initially the Vladivostok ceilings, and then pull them down.

Senator P earson. Pul l them down as much as you can ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Wha t it would do would be to set the 2,400 figure for strategic  

nuclear delivery vehicles.
Senator P earson. Pardon me. Then in 3 years the limit would be off 

because no one knows what you are going to do with cruise missiles— 
is that it ?

Mr. W arnke. No ; the limit would not be off a t the end of  3 years. 
Those limits would remain through 1985.

Senator Pearson. Yes; but what is included within  the limits— 
everything ?

Mr. Warnke. With in the limits you would include the strategic 
nuclear delivery systems, yes.

You would include the ICBM launchers, the  SLBM launchers, the  
heavy bombers, the heavy bombers equipped with air-launched cruise 
missiles, and you would also include mobile missiles if they were 
ever deployed.

Senator P earson. Is the Backfire in it ?
Mr. Warnke. The Backfire would be handled separately. [Deleted.]
Senator P earson. Is that  a key issue right  now ?
Mr. Warnke. That is a key issue right  now’. [Deleted.]
Senator P earson. I have next a general question.

NEW’ W’EAPON S DEVELOPMENT, VLADIOSTOK LIMITAT IO NS

It  is the attitude of the  administ ration and the negotiators to keep 
limits to the extent possible on the development of new’ weapons-----

Nlr. Warnke. Absolutely.
Senator Pearson [continuing]. And to mainta in the theory and 

the purpose of the Vladivostok limits ?
Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
It  would not only keep the 2,400 limit initially, but over a period 

of about 3 years it would reduce that limit.
Se na tor  P earson. Ar e you encou raged a bo ut  the  2,160 ?
Mr. W arnke. [Dele ted .]
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VERIFICA TIO N

Se na tor  P earson. Now w ha t a bout veri fica tion  ?
Mr.  W arnke. Verifi cat ion  in the whole , Senator , fo rtu na tely  is 

more th an  ad equate.  [De lete d.]
[Dele ted .] As  f ar  as 2,400 is conce rned , [de leted], we can have abso

lut e—well, no th ing in the wo rld  is abso lute , I  suppose—we can  ha ve 
fa r m ore th an  ad equ ate  assuranc e of com pliance  with  those p rovisions. 
Ou r na tio na l technical  mea ns enable us  to determ ine  how ma ny f ixed 
silos th ere a re f or  ICBM ’s.

Se na tor  P earson. Does th a t include  M IR V’s?
Mr.  W arnke. I t  does, Se na tor Pears on , because we have been able 

to ge t t he  S oviets to  agree t o a very , v ery  cont rol led  system of M IR V 
cou ntin g. [De lete d.] W ha t we propose is th at  any  miss ile of a type 
th at  has even been tes ted  wi th  a M IR V’d wa rhe ad is cou nted as a 
M IR V’d missi le, reg ard less of wh eth er or  n ot  i t has a M IR V’d wa r
hea d on it. In  othe r words, it  is a type  rule . I t appli es to all missiles 
of a ty pe  th at  has  ever  been tes ted  or  deploye d with a M IR V war
head. [Dele ted .]

That  i s a m ajo r, majo r step forw ard,  and I  th ink it  rea lly  is some
th in g th at gives us the  kin d of  assurance  a t veri fica tion  whi ch is nec
essa ry to have confidence in an agreement . [De leted.]

So, as fa r as the aggre ga te lim its  are concerned, and the  sub limits, 
we do ha ve the  capabil ity  to verify.

Se na tor Church. D id you expla in whi le I  was tempo raril y out of 
the room  how we determ ine  wh eth er a silo con tain s a M IR V ’d mis
sile or  an u n- M IR V’d missile ?

Mr. W arnke. I did , S enato r C hurch.
I expla ined th at  we hav e been insis tin g on the type  rule under 

which any  miss ile of  a type  'which has ever been tes ted  wi th  a 
M IR V’d wa rhe ad counts as a M IR V ’d mis sile ; [de leted] .

In  othe r words, we know th at there arc  no more th an  th at  cer tain  
numb er of  lau nch ers  of M IR V ’d missil es. Th ere  may be less ; bu t 
none theless, we count the  maxim um num ber , and the Sov iets  have 
agreed  to that .

Se na tor  Church. Th an k you.
Se na tor  Baker. I would like  to follow up  on th at po in t fo r ju st  a 

min ute , M r. Chairm an.

NUMB ERS, types of soviet missiles

Mr. Warn ke , I am not fa m ili ar  w ith  th e num ber s and typ es of mis
siles whi ch the Sov iet Un ion  has.  Can  you tel l me how many missile  
systems the Sov iets  hav e th a t have no t ye t been  M IR V ’d and there
for e wou ld no t be subject  to  the  rule you described—o f int erc on tin en 
ta l ran ge?

Mr. W arnke. Yes.
[De lete d.]
Se na tor  Baker. W ha t I  am try in g to find ou t is how man y 

systems a re n ot  included in y ou r ru le.
[Dele ted .]
Air. W arnke. Th at  is corre ct.
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Senator Baker. I am trying to find out  how big the hole is. How 
many missiles do the  Russians have of what types that have not ac
been AlIRV’d? r i 1Mr. Warnke. At the present time they have [deleted].

Senator Baker. And would not be covered ?
Mr. Warnke. They would be covered by the rule when the silos are 

converted, [deleted].
Senator Baker. Can you tell tha t?
Mr. Warnke. Yes; we can.
Senator Case. I  cannot add up those figures.
How many MIR V’d missiles do they now have?
Mr. Warnke. They are entitled to a total of something like 1,500.
Senator  Case. But what about MIR V’d missiles?
Air. Warnke. Oh, how many MIR V’d missiles do they have?
Senator  Case. Yes.
Mr. Warnke. Approximately , at the present time, [deleted]. ,
Senator  Case. H ow many do they have which are not MIRV ’d ?
Air. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator  Case. TDeleted.] Tha t is their  score ?
Air. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Case. That  includes the  bombers ?
Mr. Warnke. T hat  is just the AlIRV’d ICBAI's.
Senator Case. Just ICBAI’s—tha t is what we are talking about?
Mr. AVarnke. Yes.
Senator  Baker. But those [deleted] would not be covered by the 

rule unless they were converted ?
Air. AVarnke. The rule is that  if it is a silo which is capable of 

launching a AlIRV’d ICBA1, then it counts against the tota l of 
AlIRV’d ICBA1 launchers.

[Deleted.]
Now, according to our intelligence, they  had planned  to go up from 

the present total of something like [deleted] to a total of [deleted] 
which would have left them with something in excess of [deleted] 
unAlIRV’cl ICBAI’s.

As a result of the discussions we have had, they have now agreed 
to l imit tha t total of AlIRV’d ICBAI’s to [deleted] which will mean 
that  they will have something between [deleted] solos which will 
continue to contain unAlIRV’cl ICBAI’s.

Senator Baker. Air. Chairman, I have one more question.

TT.S. V ERIF IC A TIO N  RI SK S

I am t rying to identify the dimensions of our risk : Tha t is, what  
oppor tunity  do the Soviets have to avoid the AIIRV limitations in 
terms of our ability to independently ascertain and verify  the situa 
tion? As I perceive it, it would be [deleted] tha t are not now 
AlIRV’d, and it is vour contention that they would have to change 
the configuration of the silos before they could AIIRA" them, and 
we could detect tha t and tha t would bring  them under  the rule.

Air. AVarnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator Baker. But the real risk would be i f they did not have to 

change the configuration of the silos, wouldn’t it ?
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Mr. Warnke. The risk, Senator, would exist if they were able to 
develop a new missile tha t would fit into a silo for an unMIRV’d 
missile.

[Deleted].
[Deleted].
Senator Baker. But  tha t is the risk—that they would devise a 

missile that could be MIRV’d th at would fit a silo of a 7, 9, or 11.
Mr. Warnke. We would know that if tha t should occur, Senator.
Senator Baker. How would we know ?
Mr. Warnke. We would know because of our intelligence sources. 

They would enable us to determine what new missiles they are 
developing.

Senator Baker. Tha t is a key and crucial point. I won’t go any 
furthe r.

I unders tand what you mean by “national  technical means.” But 
I don’t understand what you mean by “our intelligence sources.” Are 
you speaking of other than national technical means ?

Mr. W arnke. That  includes prim arily  na tional technical means in 
this instance, because they are adequate fo r this  purpose.

[Deleted].
[Deleted.]
Senator Baker. Of course tha t debate is as old as the entire effort 

at strategic  arms limitation, that is, what type of informat ion do 
you require—on-site inspection ? Do we require no verification beyond 
our own intelligence sources? Do we depend entirely on “national 
technical means?”

What you are saying is tha t by a combination of national technical 
means and other intelligence sources and without any addition, such 
as on-site access and inspection, we could ascertain tha t the Soviets 
have designed and deployed a missile in a 7, 9, or 11 silo t ha t was 
MTRV’d. Is that it?

Mr. Warnke. That  is correct, Senator.
Senator Baker. That is your evaluat ion ?
Mr. Warnke. Tha t is my evaluation.
Senator Baker. That is also the dimension of the risk, isn’t it?
Mr. Warnke. I t depends upon what you mean by “risk.” I don’t 

regard it as being a reasonable risk. I don’t th ink tha t that risk exists.
Senator Baker. What I mean by “r isk” is if we can te ll for certain 

tha t something is MIR V’d, there is no risk : if there is any chance 
tha t we can’t, there is a risk.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is right. But, in order to have a M IRV’d mis
sile tha t could fit in the silos tha t are not counted against the MIRV 
total, they would have to develop a new missile. The development 
of a new missile involves a whole variety  of phenomena which are 
detectable by national technical means.
MIR V’d RALLTSTIC MT SSn.E S, HEAVY BOMBERS W IT H  LONG-RA NGE CRUISE 

MISSILE

Senator Case. W hat does the  1,320 figure include? Does it include 
everything, such as ships?

Mr. Warnke. The 1,320 figure, Senator Case, would include just 
MIRV’d. ballistic missiles and heavy bombers equipped with long- 
range cruise missiles.
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Senator Case. Does tha t include submarines and ship-launched 
missiles?

Mr. Warnke. I t includes the MIR V’d. missiles on the submarines, 
yes.

Senator Case. That  is what I  mean.
How many are there  free within tha t l imit for them to convert into 

heavy missiles, MIR V’d missiles, intercontinental missiles ?
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. That would give them a chance to MIRV [deleted] 

more than they have now.
Is th at r igh t ?
Mr. Warnke. Th at is approximate ly correct, yes.

ICBM VULNERABILITY

Senator  Case At some point, according to the press, Secretary 
Brown has conceded that MIR V’ing of Russian missiles tha t is pos
sible under the  agreement, will make our ICBM ’s vulnerable. What is 
your response to that?

Mr. Warnke. My response to that, Senator, is tha t the re is sti ll the 
theoretical possibility tha t if the Soviets were to continue with a 
MIRVing program and with accuracy improvements, they might be 
able theoretically to attack our land-based ICBM’s by some time in the 
1980’s and destroy a substantial pa rt of them.

This agreement does not foreclose tha t theoretical possibility. It  is 
a step forward toward minimizing that  risk because it reduces the 
number of MIRV’d ICB M’s and would also inte rfere  with qualitative  
developments by preventing the introduction of new types of ICBM’s.

By new types, our proposal includes not only entirely new missiles, 
but also modifications and modernizations tha t would give increased 
capability to existing ICBM’s.

Senator Church. And accuracy ?
Mr. Warnke. Th at’s right.
This would further  reduce the  risk to Minuteman and put fur ther  

into the future the time at which Minuteman would become theore
tically vulnerable. But it will not do the total job. Tha t is why we 
want to go ahead immediately with SAL T I I I  and try  to develop a 
more effective arms control agreement prio r to  the  time tha t Minute
man would become vulnerable.

SALT II I NEGOTIATIONS

Senator Case. Bv the time SA LT II I  is negotiated, if we go on our 
present schedules, it will be 8 or 10 years.

Mr. Warnke. I am more optimistic than tha t, Senator.
Senator Case. Le t me say t ha t I am only trying to look this  over.

CRITICISM OF COMMITTEE WITH  REGARD TO SALT

I must say here, to  my colleagues and to anybody else who wants 
to listen, tha t I have been annoyed a t suggestions tha t th is committee 
is failing in its duty in some fashion with regard to SALT. The 
suggestion in some quarters  is th at it is our duty to see tha t whatever
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the  ad min ist ra tio n comes up  w ith  is approv ed  by  t he  S ena te an d th at 
we shou ld act a s prota go nists  fo r it.

I  don’t acc ept  that . Ne ither do I  acc ept  the idea th a t we sho uld  
be aga inst it.

I do th in k th at we ought to exp lore it  i n eve ry poss ible way  in the 
gre ate st possible de pth , bu t no t as antag onists. We  are all intere ste d 
in the same result . Th e Co nstituti on  give s us the  responsi bil ity  to  do 
th at  very  t hing . In  n o sense are  we suppo sed  t o act  as th e ad min ist ra 
tio n’s w arrio rs in  th is  cause unles s we hav e come up on th at conc lusion 
ind epe ndent ly.

I ju st  wanted  to  say  th at  because th e ne wspapers a re o bviously  st im 
ula ted  by people fri en dly to  the cause  of  dis arm am ent, an d I th ink 
hon est ly so, who hav e a tte mp ted  to  b eli ttle t hi s committee and its  way  
of act ing . I don’t th in k I  will  make any publi c fuss about thi s, bu t I 
ju st  wa nt everyone to know th at  as fa r as I  am concerned, I  am no t 
going  to  c hange one bit  in my effo rt to find ou t wh at the  answers are  
before  I  make up  my mind wh at  to do. Th en  I  wil l ca rry  wh ate ver  
torch  my conclusions lead me to  car ry.

I ge t qu ite ann oye d by  th is k ind o f th ing,  mo stly  because  it  is s tup id.  
We d on’t ge t people in to  line by be at ing them ove r th e head—at leas t 
you d on’t  get S enato rs in to  line in th at  way.

Mr. Warnke. I  th ink,  Se na tor  Case, th at you  and I  have  d iscus sed 
the  constituti onal role  of  the Sena te in the past,  and  I  have never 
fou nd an y disagre em ent between us.

Se na tor  Case. I  d on ’t  t hink  t he re  is. We  did have a lit tle  dis agree 
men t as to wh eth er  a tem po rar y exte nsio n should  be appro ved by 
Congress  or  no t, th at is, of  the presen t situa tio n. Th is is mostly  fo r 
the reco rd. Would it  go towa rd  se tting  a bad pre ced ent  ra th er  th an  
one based on substan ce ?

Mr. W arnke. Ev en  then , I  believe, Se na tor , t hat  I  agreed th at th ere  
no rea son w hy Con gress should  no t ac t upo n it .
Sena tor  Case. Yo ur  own po siti on w as th at , yes.
[ am sorry, M r. C ha irm an , fo r the in terru pt ion.
Se na tor  Chur ch . I thi nk  th at  you r sta tem en t was  well tak en.
I  wou ld like  to ge t back to  a po in t which  Se na tor  Case  h as  raised. 
There  has been so much argu men t among  those who hav e been in 

clin ed to  oppo se SA LT agreem ents in the pa st th at  somehow th is  
agreem ent  might  theoretic all y pu t ou r IC BM ’s and ou r Minutem an 
system into some k ind of  jeopard y.

I would  like  to  exam ine that, thesis.
Any one  who wa nts  to ask ques tions, plea se feel free  to  do so because 

the re are s everal questions th at  I  wan t to ask.

THREAT GRE ATER W IT H O U T  AG RE EM EN T

Fir st  of  all , if  we did  not  have the agreem ent , then  t he re  w ould be 
no inhibi tio n at  all  upo n t he  So vie t U nion  to  proceed to bu ild  a s m any  
M IR V’d miss iles as she is cap able of  bu ild ing . In  oth er words , the 
theore tica l th re at  to ou r Minu tem an systems would be obviously 
grea ter in the  absence of  an agree ment th an  i n an agreem ent  th at c ur 
tai ls the  numb er of  M IR V’d m issil es th at  even ou r own intelli gen ce 
an tic ipa tes  the  Sov iets  would otherw ise  b uild. Is  t hat  c orrect?

Mr. W arnke. That  is correct.
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Senator Case. But no less.
Senator Church. Right.
But if our intelligence feels that  in the absence of an agreement the 

Russians could build more MIRV’d missiles than they agree to build 
under an agreement th at we can verify, then clearly we have taken one 
step forward in reducing the possible theoretical risk to our 
Minuteman.

My second question is this.

PRO TOCOL AG REE M EN T

If  under the protocol the Russians agree to  build no new missiles or 
not to modify eixsting missiles [deleted] step tha t still fur ther reduces 
the theoretical possibility of s trikin g and destroying our Minutemen. 
Is tha t correct ?

Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Ciiurcii . My third  question is this.

M IN U T E M A N  VU LN ER A BIL IT Y  SC EN AR IO

Even a theoretical si l ike against  our Minuteman system could be 
achieved only if the Soviets, having developed a sufficiently large 
force of sufficiently accurate missiles, would launch a strike against 
those missiles, and we left our missiles in th eir silos, even though we 
would have approximately 30 minutes 'warning of the strike?

Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Ciiurcii. So, even under the most optimum circumstances 

of this theoretical situation, assuming they had  developed the capabil
ity, they could destroy our missile force only with our acquiescence ?

Mr. Warnke. I  think tha t is an accurate way to put it, yes.
Senator Church. So, what is the big argument about ?

THEO RET IC AL R IS K  SIT UATIO NS

Mr. Warnke. I think, Senator Church, it is an argument that has 
been going now for at least the past 12 years. I  know th at  when I was 
in the Department, of Defense back in the late 1960’s there were sce
narios then that, were developed which would indica te a  threat  to our 
land based ICBM force. This is no new discovery. It  is not anything 
tha t has been the result of SALT.

As a ma tter of  fact, SALT has. to some extent, reduced the theoreti
cal risk by setting limits. A SALT I I  agreement along the  lines tha t 
are now emerging would fu rthe r limit  the threat to Minuteman. But 
you cannot total ly dissipate the scenario which does indicate  th at the 
Minuteman force could be substantially attr ited  by a counterforce 
strike. The chances of tha t counterforce strike would require tha t a 
Soviet planner have sufficient confidence in the reliability and the ac
curacy of  his missiles, have sufficient confidence tha t he can avoid the 
fratri cide effects of having missiles come in  a fter  other missiles have 
exploded, and thus interfere with the performance of the incoming 
missiles. And, as you point out, he should have the fur the r assurance 
tha t the United States would sit there blandly for the 20 minutes 
warning  tha t we would receive of the oncoming Soviet force and leave
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our missiles in those silos. But, nonetheless, we have io concede, I 
think, the fact tha t as land-based missiles become both more deadly 
and more vulnerable, tha t does, to some extent, destabilize the stra te
gic balance. They become more of a th reat,  but  at the same time they 
become no less vulnerable.

That is what we are trying to cope with—not because th at neces
sarily destroys our deterrent—it doesn’t ; but because of the fact  th at 
we will have a more stable situation if people are not able to  specu
late about the possible vulnerabili ty of Minuteman.

I think  tha t in viewing the Minuteman vulnerabili ty scenario 
against  the issue of SALT versus no SALT, you have to figure out 
what the possibilities are, what will occur if we don’t have a SA LT I I  
treaty.  Well, instead of having something like [deleted] or less stra 
tegic nuclear delivery vehicles, our projections are tha t the Soviet 
Union will have in excess of [deleted]. As far  as M IRV'ed  missiles 
are concerned, instead of having something like [deleted] they will 
have something like [deleted].

Now, whether in those circumstances it becomes more feasible for  a 
Soviet planner to contemplate a strike which would attr ite our 
Minuteman force as he has more missiles tha t he could direct toward 
tha t purpose, I  don’t think th at even then it would be a good gamble 
on the part of any sane man. But nonetheless, SALT II  will, in fact, 
reduce the theoretical risk to Minuteman. SAL T I II , in my view, will 
do more along those lines.

Senator Sarbanes. But once assuming we hold it constant, 
though-----

Mr. Warnke. Hold  i t constant in what way, Senator?
Senator Sarbanes. If  there is no limitation, you then assume the 

Soviets will do X, Y, and Z.
Mr. Warnke. Right.
Senator Sarbanes. But you then assume tha t against the United 

States not doing anything. If  there are no l imitations  and the Soviets 
are going to do X, Y, and Z, then I assume tha t we are going to  do 
A, B, and C to counter X, Y, and Z. Therefore  this comparison would 
not hold.

Senator Church. Then the numbers would just escalate on both 
sides.

Senator Sarbanes. Yes; so I would assume, or there would be di f
ferent weapons systems or something of that  sort.

I understand the point. B ut I  don’t see how writ ing a scenario that  
in effect says i f we don’t get the agreement the Soviets will do this,  
and then set that off against a U.S. posture th at does nothing, gets you 
the proper comparison.

Mr. Warnke. I believe tha t it does, Senator  Sarbanes, for the 
short range: tha t there would be, in fact, be a period of time in which 
the Soviet forces would have expanded bv about 50 percent with very 
little expansion on our par t because of the fact that they have the 
ongoing programs and we don’t.

Senator Case. They do have a momentum, don't they ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes; they do.
Senator Case. And they are using it apparently  to build a whole 

new armory, which is not going to be markedly superior to what they 
have now, just to keep their men employed, isn’t that  correct ?
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Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator Church. Tha t is what we have understood.
Senator Case. George Kistiakowsky has the word and he states it 

very well. He assumes that there might be a possibility t ha t not only 
our land based missiles bu t also the  bombers tha t are on the ground 
and the submarines, except those which are cruising, are going to be 
vulnerable, too.

Senator Church. Yes.
Senator Case. Then he makes the  various arguments tha t you have 

sketched out there agains t it. It  jus t would not work because you 
could not launch an attack  of tha t kind without getting  in your own 
way, among other things. He says tha t we would know ahead of time 
what was going to come, and tha t is correct, under all possible cir
cumstances, I  gather, and could take steps to meet it, such as launch
ing our own missiles and gettin g them out of the silos.

Is that  correct?
Mr. Warnke. That is correct.
Senator Case. There are other steps of tha t sort.
I just don’t know. I ask you if there is any vulnerability to the 

counter-argument t hat  you and he and other proponents of  this thing 
have put forth ?

NEGOTIATION AGREEMENTS

Are we agreeing to other things tha t are troublesome ?
Mr. Warnke. There  is certainly  nothing which is under negotia

tion at the present time tha t would, in any respect whatsoever, in
crease the vulnerability of our strategic forces.

Senator Case. Of our major strategic-missile forces?
Mr. Warnke. That's righ t.
Wha t we are trying to do instead is to restric t the threat to it.
Now, as Senator  Sarbanes has pointed out, we would not stand 

still if the Soviets went ahead with a 50-percent buildup, but the 
things tha t we would do would not diminish the likelihood of the vu l
nerabi lity of our Minuteman force. We would be doing other things. 
We have, of course, done those other things in the past.

I think it is very significant to take a look at  the comparison be
tween the two strategic force postures.

The Soviet Union has something like 70 percent of its strategic  
forces in the land based ICBM’s. Because of concerns tha t have ex
isted in this country for more than  a decade, we have decided to have 
three separate strateg ic forces to reduce the vulnerabi lity argument. 
So, we have approximately one-third in ICBM ’s, one-third in sub
marine-launched ballistic missiles, and one-third in strategic bomb
ers. So, the counterforce thre at impacts more heavily on the Soviet 
Union than  it does on us.

Obviously, if they went ahead with the ir buildup, we would go 
ahead with a buildup, too. There is no question about that. We would 
do whatever is necessary to insure tha t our security remains. But, in 
my view, the best way to preserve t hat  security is to get an effective 
arms-control agreement so th at you do not have the buildup which is 
going to increase the risks of counterforce. It  is going to destabilize 
the present strateg ic balance. Th at is why I pointed out. Senator  
Sarbanes, that in the absence of a SALT agreement thei r forces are
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projected to go up something like 50 percent, and we would have to 
make an appropriate response.

It  still would not eliminate the vulnerab ility of Minuteman. The 
only way tha t could be e liminated is—well, I suppose there are al
ternate  courses for  both sides to put their  s trategic forces to sea and 
on strategic bombers, or to find some way in SALT agreements—not 
in this present one, but in follow-on SALT agreements—to fur ther  
cut back on the counterforce potential  of the MIRV’d ICBM forces 
on each side. T ha t would have to be a very, very substantial reduc
tion in order to satisfy the proponents of the Minuteman vulnerabil
ity scenario, because obviously, if you are cutting  back on forces on 
both sides, you are not only cuttin g back on the attacking forces, you 
are cutting back on the targets.

Senator Church. Senator Pearson.
Senator P earson. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
I want to change the thru st of this conversation, but I will yield 

if anybody wishes to follow up with the present discussion.
[No response.]

SEPARATE AGR EEM ENT S TO TREATY

Senator Pearson. I was concerned about something you said a few 
minutes ago when we were talkin g about the Backfire. You said some
thing about a separate agreement on the development and deploy
ment of Backfire. That  triggered off in my mind a concern about uni
lateral  sta tements or separa te agreements or the reliance upon SALT 
II I  to solve problems tha t could conceivably be solved in SALT II .

If  you send to the  Senate a t rea ty tha t you well know has some uni
latera l agreements, statements, and other things, you know tha t you 
have created an added problem.

Mr. Warnke. I can see that. Senator.
Senator P earson. Tha t is what I want to ask you about.
Let’s get back to the Backfire. I s it the intent to leave th at out and 

to have a separate agreement somehow or other as to the develop
ment, deployment, and range limitations of tha t—outside the SALT 
II  trea ty?

Mr. Warnke. The Backfire issue, Senator, has not been resolved 
at the present point.

Senator P earson. I understand that .
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Pearson. But we are now accustomed and acclimated to 

the idea tha t the cruise missile and Backfire are somehow-----
Senator Case. Tied in with each other.
Senator Pearson. Yes. Tha t is a condition to the press and to the 

discussion that has been going on for a longtime.
Senator Case. Yes—we have given up certain things  and are not 

getting anything  in the others, tha t is the point.
Senator Pearson. Let’s forget Backfire and get back to the uni

lateral statements and separate agreements.
Mr. Warnke. All right.
There are basically two kinds of unilateral statements, Senator  

Pearson, one of which, in my view, is an acceptable method of getting  
agreement and one of which is not.
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I th ink th a t the problem we have  h ad  w ith  u ni la tera l sta tem ents in 
th e past is that we have  made sta tem ents a bout wh at the  Soviets  would 
do. Tha t obvious ly is a to ta lly  u ns at isf ac tory  k ind of  arr angeme nt.  I 
th in k fo r t he  U ni ted State s t o say  w ha t the  S oviet  Un ion is not going 
to do is o f n o v alue . W ha t we need are  st ate me nts  by the Sov iet Un ion  
as to  wha t they  com mit  themselves not  to do.

In  S ALT  I  there were  some un ila te ra l sta tem ents of  the form er 
typ e. Th ere  were  un ila te ra l sta tem ents to  the effect th at the Un ite d 
State s rega rded  it  as being with in  the sp ir it  of the agr eem ent  th at  
mobile IC BM ’s wou ld not be deploye d. Th e Sov iet Un ion  ref used to 
make that sta tem ent, and as a consequence,  you cou ld no t say  to them, 
“You can’t go ahead  wi th th is  d eve lopment because you pro mised  not 
to do i t ; you committed  yoursel f no t to  do it .”

Now, a un ila te ra l sta tem ent to  th e effect th at the perso n ma kin g 
the sta tem ent commits  him sel f obv iously is som eth ing  whi ch is sus 
cep tib le of  enforcement . So, there are  diffe rences betw een those two  
kin ds  of un ila te ra l s tate ments .

Se na tor  Pearson. Ou tsid e the t re at y p rov ision ?
Mr. W arnke. There will probably be some th ings  ou tside the t re at y 

provis ion , I  w ould t hink , yes. W ha t they wou ld be at  th e p res en t p oint  
I  am not sure.

Se na tor  Sarbanes. T o follow up on Se na tor Pe ars on 's question on 
the Backfire, [Dele ted ].

Mr.  W arnke. [De leted.]
Se na tor  S arbanes. I t  seems to me to have three  t iers. You  have  now 

a trea ty  and a pro toco l. Those are two  f id ’s. T he  protocol, it  seems t o 
me. carries ce rta in  ad dit ion al  risks ru nn ing wi th it. Yo ur  a ssu mp tion 
is th at  at  the end  of  the  protoco l pe riod the Un ite d States  wou ld be 
free  to do w hatev er it chooses to  do u nd er  the ci rcumstances. That  may 
be. Bu t it wou ld seem to me th at  you also hav e to  a nt ic ipate t hat the re 
will be pressu res  at work to circ ums cribe, to  some exten t, th a t Am er
ican freedom because we will  be wi th in  the con tex t of  a pro tocol—I  
mean , we are  not  bound , I  u nd ersta nd  tha t, in the  leg al sense, b ut  the re 
would be p ressur es upon you.

Xow, on the  Backfire, we are  ge tting , as I  un de rst an d it,  even  to 
a th ird t ie r wi th  resp ect  to t he  S oviet weapon system which, in effect, 
I th in k wou ld be perceived  as plac ing it  in an even lesse r res tri cti ve  
pos ition th an  what was under the pro toco l, let alone wha t is unde r 
the  t reaty .

Air. W arnke. The Backfire prob lem  has no t been solved  a t t he  pr es
ent  po int , Se na tor  Sarba nes , and I  can not  pred ic t wh at  th e solu tion  
will  be.

Let  me give a  lit tle  bac kgrou nd on it.
I  th in k there is no que stion in  th e m ind s of a nyb ody  who ha s stud ied  

the  problem th a t the Backfire is intended to be a th ea te r system,  not 
an in ter cont ine ntal  system . So the deb ate  rag es aro un d wh at kind  of  
a str ate gic  mission it  could , in  fac t, perf orm.

Th ere  is a deep diffe rence of op inion  [de leted]  as to  how  well it 
could  perf orm a s tra teg ic m ission i f i t were ev er designed  an d deployed  
fo r th at  p urpose .

Se na tor  Case. Bu t t hat  st ra teg ic means i nte rcon tin en ta l ?
Mr.  W arnke. Th at  is co rrec t.
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Senator Stoxe. What if the Backfires were deployed in Cuba ?
Mr. W arxke. Well, you would not have to deploy a Backfire in 

Cuba to strike the United States, Senator Stone. You could do it with 
a Badger, or a Blinder, or any of their tactical ai rcraf t.

Senator Stoxe. But what if they were deployed in Cuba ?
Mr. Warxke. Well, obviously they could strike every target in the 

United States.
Senator Church. You would have another Cuban missile crisis.
Senator Stoxe. You sure would.
Mr. Warxke. But that , of course, is one difference between our 

situation, Senator Stone, and th at of the  Soviet 1 inion. That  is one of 
the problems that  the Soviet Union has t o deal with—and tha t is th at 
we do have forward bases, we do have forward based systems. So, as 
a consequence, we have a number of  bombers that are not counted in 
SALT which can strike Soviet targets.

Senator Stoxe. Because of our forward bases ?
Mr. Warxke. Because of our forward bases.
Senator Stoxe. And they don't have them ?
Mr. Warxke. They don’t have forward bases.

SOVIET ARMS IX  CUBA

Senator Stoxe. We are very cognizant of what they have in Cuba 
at all times, aren’t we ?

Mr. Warnke. Pre tty  well so, yes, sir. Certainly we would know 
about the deployment of any Backfire in Cuba.

Senator Stoxe. Or Badgers?
Mr. Warxke. Or Badgers or Blinders, yes.

TRA XSFER OF WEA PONS OR TECHNOLOGY TO NATO

Senator Case. This business of forward bases works both ways. 
Sometime this  morning we will have to get into the question of the 
attitude of NATO [North  Atlantic Treaty Organ ization], the ques
tion of the  transfers of weapons or technology to NATO and NATO 
countries and our own deployment of these things there at all our 
bases.

T th ink when we have answered the question of our strategic  system 
to everybodv’s satisfaction, we will have to get into the NATO matter.

Senator Stone. May I just ask one question in that  regard?
I read an account o f our possibly offering to trade the concussion 

bomb weapon in all its different formations for either Backfire or 
something eise, or mobile missiles, or  conventional limitations in the 
Eastern Bloc.

STAT US OF NEUTRON BOMB NEG OTIATIONS

What is the status  of negotiations with regard to the concussion 
bomb and what we arc asking the Russians for if we don’t deploy it in 
NATO?

Mr. Warxke. T take it. Senator Stone, tha t by the “concussion bomb’’ 
you mean the enhanced radiation weapon?

Senator Stoxe. Don’t we call that the concussion bomb, even though 
it can be fired from a long rifle or whatever?
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Se na tor Church. Are  you ta lking about the neutron bomb, Dick?
Senator Stone. Excuse me, yes, absolutely. I mean the neutron bomb.
The concussion is something else.
Air. AVarnke. Tiie neutron bomb does not come into the SALT ne

gotiations at all. Senator Stone, because it is not conceivably a strategic 
system. I  cannot imagine tha t under any circumstance anybody would 
put an enhanced radia tion warhead on a stra tegic missile, because ob
viously you would want  the  maximum in the way of blast, and not a 
reduced blast.

Tha t is strict ly a weapon tha t would be used for tactica l nuclear 
weapon purposes.

Senator  Case. But what  about the cruise missile ? This is where you 
would get into that.

Air. AVarnke. That’s correct.

STRATEGIC MI SS ILE LIMITAT IO NS

Senator Case, I  think we could agree on strategic missile limitations 
and so forth , except for these arguments we have gone over here, 
which I think have been pret ty well answered.

You do get into a whole different area of warfare , don’t you?
Air. AVarnke. You do. Senator Case. I  th ink this is going to  be one 

of the very, very difficult problems fo r us to resolve when i t comes to 
future SA LT negotiations.

You see, we have been able, up to this point, to keep the theate r 
nuclear systems out of SALT, and I think we have been able to make 
substantial  progress in tha t regard. I  am not sure how many more 
times we can do that .

AVe can get a good SALT I I  agreement without dealing with the 
question of theater nuclear forces, forward-based systems, and so 
forth.

Senator  Case. But there is concern that in SALT I I  we may so 
limit, hobble, or disable ourselves t ha t we cannot deal with it ade
quately, isn’t there?

Air. AVarnke. That  is one of the reasons why we proposed the proto
col idea. I think  tha t is one of the things th at we have to keep in mind.

This is our idea, one which we got them to accept. AVhat we wanted 
to have was a protocol which would hold our options open to the 
future , and it does. I t would enable us to go ahead with our develop
ment programs, with our testing programs, and then to have the 
option of deployment at the  end of the protocol period. [Deleted.]

Senator  Case. Across the board.
Air. AVarnke. Across the board, yes.
Xow, i f you were to decide during the  SALT II I  negotia tions tha t 

you were prepared to trade continuing  restrictions on things like 
cruise missiles, then the question is, what do you trade them against? 
I think that  gets us in to the  enti re question of theater nuclear forces. 
This is something that we are beginning to discuss with NATO at  the 
present point. It  will have to receive intensive consideration, tha t is, 
the entire question of grev area systems, things like the Backfire, things 
like the SS-20, things  like our F B - ll l’s, which are stationed in the 
United Kingdom.

Senator Stone. And the neutron  bomb?
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Mr. Warnke. Well, even then the neutron bomb does not fit into 
the SALT picture; it would fit in more closely with restrictions on 
battlefield weapons.

Senator Pearson. And Vienna is not active enough to check those 
issues down there, is it?

Mr. Warnke. It  could come up in connection with the MBF R— 
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction—talks in Vienna. It  has not 
up to the present point. The entire question as to  our  decision on the 
neutron bomb, the enhanced radiat ion weapon system, has not been 
made.

INTRODUCTION OF NEUTRON BOMB DESTABILIZING EFFECT

Senator Church. I t seems to me tha t the introduct ion of the neutron 
bomb could destabilize the nuclear balance.

Mr. Warnke. We view the neutron bomb as being basically an 
answer to the Soviet tank buildup in Western Europe.

There is no question of the fact th at the Soviets have improved their 
conventional warfighting capability  in Western Europe and signifi
cantly in the case of tanks.

Now, the particu lar purpose for which the neutron bomb is designed 
is to counter a tank  attack on Western Europe. I think tha t it does 
have military efficacy in tha t regard.

I have not found it to be anything tha t has ever been raised in the 
talks in Geneva. I think they recognize tha t it  is a separate  issue from 
that.

The only place it is raised in Geneva is whenever I give a press 
conference. Then I get more questions about the neutron bomb than  
I do about SALT.

I agree with you, Senator Case, tha t this is a very, very complicated 
issue and one that  is going to require intensive consideration.

NEUTRON TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

Senator Case. Somewhere around it has been said, Paul,  that  you 
were urging  that we concede an agreement, a t least for a short period, 
maybe a longer one, tha t we will not transfer this technology.

Mr. Warnke. I saw tha t article, Senator  Case. It  has no basis in 
fact.

Senator Case. I asked you about it because I wanted to clear tha t 
up and I wanted to be able to say tha t you had said that.

This is not under present consideration, so far  as you know, by 
our Government—anywhere in discussions, I mean ?

Mr. Warnke. I t has not been discussed with the Soviet Union, to 
the best of our knowledge, in any format a t any point.

Obviously the  Soviet Union has found i t a very handy p ropaganda 
device. T think it is sort of ironic t ha t they talk  about the so-called 
neutron bomb as being inhumane when their  SS-18 is unquestionably 
the most inhumane weapon tha t the mind of man has ever devised. 
It would generate far  more radiation than  we ever could with a 1.5 
kiloton neutron warhead.

Senator Case. Thank you very much.
Mr. Warnke. I t is difficult, I th ink, in terms of relations  with third 

countries. They have responded, I think, perhaps  with unnecessary 
emotion to the entire concept.
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Senator  Case. As f ar as anything  being contemplated for SALT II  
is concerned, the treaty or the protocol, that is not involved ?

Mr. Warnke. I t has never been brought up and in my opinion would 
be completely inappropriate  for SALT discussions.

If  you ever were to begin to negotiate with respect to that, you 
should address yourself to the threat  agains t which the enhanced 
radia tion weapon is directed. That is not a st rategic threa t. It  is the 
threat of a widescale conventional attack on Western Europe.

Senator Church. Senator Glenn.
Senator Glenn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

VERIF IC A TI ON RE SE RV AT IO NS

I still have very serious hangups and they are gettin g much worse 
with reg ard to verification.

I started out having  some reservations about it. I went to Geneva in 
the summer and talked with our people there. We talked  with Cy 
Vance, of course, and we had talked to you previously. A t every stop 
along the way my concerns about verification have been getting deeper 
and grea ter instead of lessening.

I would comment on Senator Church’s comment ear lier about what 
happens in the absence of an agreement.

I think in the absence of an agreement, as Sena tor Church properly 
pointed out, the Soviets might take the opportunity to build more and 
to increase the ir stockpile with no restra ints whatsoever. But in that 
situation , we could do the same thing, if we saw that  developing.

But, if we have an agreement that  is nonverifiable, to me, tha t is 
sort of the worst of both worlds, because we will live up to it, and if 
they don’t, we have no means of verifying what they are doing. So. it 
seems to me tha t it is almost worse having a nonverifiable agreement 
because we are then living in a fool's paradise. We are l iving in a false 
sense of security.

Let me give a little  detail on what I mean.
We are unable to distinguish now between the SS-20 and the SS-16 

mobiles. They can convert without detection. We cannot really pin
point which boosters are MIRVed and not MIRVed. We cannot tell 
whether the Backfire is going to be refueled or not because refue ling 
probes can be internal.

There was an article in today's newspaper. Are the Soviets going 
ahead with the killer satellite and how do we verify tha t? We don't 
have any way of verify ing that tha t I know of, as in the report  in to
day’s paper.

The most difficult area of all is qual itative upgrading. If  they im
prove the accuracies of their systems with new guidance or new engines 
tha t give them a different range, we have absolutely no way th at I am 
aware of  of detecting that. The only th ing  that has even been said in 
counter to tha t is tha t they will have to test them and tha t we will 
observe the  tests. But we don’t know whether they have a brand new 
guidance system or whether they just lumped one in with the ir old 
guidance system with greater accuracy.

The national technical means upon which we are all supposed to be 
agreed regarding detection of these things, [deleted].

[Deleted.]
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We  have  no wav  o f checkin g t he ir  r eload capabil itie s on indiv idu al 
silos, repeate r silos, where the y can  fire one and have it  rea dy  to go 
again  shor tly  wi th anoth er  one, which  gives them an expanded 
cap abi lity .

These are  examples  that  I  can t hi nk  of thi s m orn ing , jus t off the  to p 
of my head,  wi tho ut rea lly  goi ng th ro ug h a ny docum ents .

LAIRD QUOTE CONCERNING SOVIET VIOLATIONS OF TREATY

On a dif ferent  note,  in the  December issue of “R eader’s Diges t”—I  
have not  ye t read  the art icle, but  it  is quo ted in t od ay ’s staff  notes—Mel 
Lai rd  wro te :

Th e ev iden ce  is  inc on trov er tib le  th a t th e  S ov ie t U nion  h as  rei>ea tedl.v, fl ag ra ntly  
an d inde ed  co ntem ptuo us ly  viol at ed  th e tr e a ti e s  to  wh ich  we  ah er ed .”

Now I don’t know exact ly which ones t hi s ref ers  to  but  p erh aps you 
may  comm ent on  th is late r.

Th e whole a rea  of  veri fica tion , of  a “p ig  in a pok e” th at  we ar e ag ree 
ing to here is an issue  th at  I  am reall y develop ing  increased concern 
every tim e we t al k about these th ings  t hat  we are  no t doing  a ny th ing 
about the enhancement  of ver ific atio n which  we hav e set ou t as an 
objective fo r SA LT  I I I?  Wh en I  asked questions previo usly about 
wh at we were  ta lk in g abo ut or  w ha t we were pro posin g wi th rega rd  
to veri fica tion  enha ncement fo r SA LT  I I I?  I drew a b ig  b lank. I  got 
no answers on th at . I  will  be very blun t abo ut that .

App aren tly  th is  is a p hrase t hat  we a re pu tt in g in here that we hope 
to work so methin g ou t, but we don’t re all y have a ny idea y et a s to  what  
direct ion  we are  headed in concern ing  ver ificatio n and  enhancem ent.

All  of the  item s th at I  men tioned here, such as cruise  missiles,  d ata 
base, and  othe r th ings  th at  might  be inc luded,  are item s th at  rea lly  
give me a lot  of dif ficulty wi th rega rd  to a pp roving  this.

We  can arg ue  about all of the high  numb ers  which sho uld  be cut  
down before  we rea lly  h ave  a ny me aning ful  str ate gic arm s lim ita tio n 
anyway . We can  arg ue  those balances.  Bu t if  we can 't ve rif y an ythi ng  
any  more  th an  has  been pointed ou t to th is com mit tee or  to  t he othe r 
committ ee in the  past , th en it  rea lly  s tops me a bit  as to  w hethe r o r not 
we shou ld be goi ng th is  route.

I  w ould appre cia te your  comments on Mel L ai rd ’s comment and  on 
any  of  the  item s wh ich I  ju st m entioned. T he re are  two or th ree specific 
ques tions th at  are  in the  staf f memorandum  th at  I  would like to ask 
also.

Mr. W arnke. Fin e,  th an k you. Se na tor  Glenn. I will respon d first of 
all to th e questi on abo ut Melvin  L ai rd ’s article .

I have the  grea tes t resp ect for  Se cre tar y La ird , and  I  was his  first 
Assis tan t Se cre tar y of  Defe nse fo r In te rn at io na l Security  Affairs . I  
reg ard him  as bein g ex tra ordina ril y com petent . In  th is case he is mis 
info rmed. I  th in k th at  the  difficulty t ha t lie cite s is  a d ifficulty w ith  th e 
exist ing  arm s control  agreem ents  ra th er  th an  with compliance  wi th 
them . T he proble m is t ha t the  ex ist ing  agree ments  are  ju st no t compre
hensive eno ugh  to preven t the  Sov iet Un ion  from doing  a  numb er of 
thi ng s th at  we would  like  them  no t to  do.

W ith  reg ard,  fo r exam ple, to th e que stio n th at  he cites abou t th ei r 
disguisin gthe  connection between a pa rt ic ul ar  miss ile and  i ts l aun che r. 
Well, the  res tri cti ons do not inhibi t ac tiv ities  at  tes t launch ers . The
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only restriction  on test launching sites is tha t they cannot increase the 
number of silos. They have not engaged in any activity that  would dis
guise the number of silos that they have. Again, th at is an inadequacy 
of the agreement rather  than a violation.

Senator Stone. Isn’t that the question tha t Senator Glenn just raised 
about qualitative enhancement all over again ?

Mr. Warnke. How ?

QUALITATIVE ENHANCEMENT  VERIFICATION

Senator Stone. Because past agreements did no t have the ap propri
ate controls on qualitative enhancement of silos.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator Stone. Senator Glenn is raising this  point : Are we obtaining 

sufficient qualita tive controls on upgrading  in the current proposal ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes. As you point  out, Senator  Stone, tha t is a 

separate question.
What I was addressing initial ly is the question of whether I agree 

with Secretary Lai rd tha t the Soviets had violated the existing agree
ments. They have not.

Senator Stone. Senator Glenn was using that as a precedent for his 
concerns about this.

Mr. Warnke. Tha t is correct.
Senator Stone. And you are making his point when you say tha t it 

is not that they broke a specific agreement but tha t we did not have a 
comprehensive enough agreement to prevent tha t which they did.

Mr. Warnke. That’s right.
Senator Stone. He is saying i f they will do th at to us when we have 

gaps, aren’t we le tting ourselves in for it again by not covering the 
qualitat ive enhancement gap and the verification qualitative enhance
ment gap in the current proposal ?

Mr. Warnke. We would, in fact, be l etting ourselves in for it if 
we were not negotia ting provisions tha t are verifiable. I would agree 
with that.  But I do not agree that we are negotiating provisions tha t 
are not verifiable. I  think tha t we are negotiating  provisions on which 
we will have a high order of confidence in their verifiability.

Tha t does not mean that  problems will not remain. It  does not 
mean tha t the problems won’t- get more acute as you get on to even 
more complicated forms of arms control. B ut I will have no difficulty 
in assuring this committee that SALT I I will be verifiable.

Senator  Glenn. In  all aspects ?
Mr. Warnke. In all aspects we will have adequate verification, 

yes.
verification of backfire capabilities

Senator Glenn. You say that Backfire is now out of this area, 
right?

Mr. Warnke. Backfire will be a p art  of the to tal package, but how 
it will be handled has not been settled at the present time.

Senator Glenn. How do we verify whether Backfire has refueling 
capability?

Mr. Warnke. You will be able to verify  whether or not the re fuel
ing capability  of Backfire presents a strateg ic threat  to the United
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States by a variety of means, [deleted]. One way is restricting any sort 
of association of tankers with Backfire.

The Soviets at  the present point have a very limited and very old 
tanker force. One possible means is to prevent any association of 
tankers with Backfire, any testing of tankers with Backfire. [Deleted.] 

Senator Glenn. You are assuming tha t we can detect all tankers, 
then ?

Mr. AVarnke. Yes.
Senator Glenn. Tha t is a big order.
Mr. Warnke. We have a high degree of confidence. Senator Glenn, 

in our ability at the present point to determine which airc raft  are 
tankers and which are not.

Senator Glenn. T don’t know how you can do that when planes look 
like transpor t airplanes to begin with. Unless there is some means that 
I am not aware of, I don’t see how you can verify which is and which 
is not a tanker. We have planes flying around here every day which 
are tankers and cannot l>e detected, or which can have tanks put in 
them on short notice and become tankers. I presume the Russians could 
do the same thing.

Mr. Warnke. They could.
But, as I  said, at the present point we have a high degree of con

fidence as to which are tankers, and we would be able, in our opinion, 
to determine whether or not they were being used with Backfire in 
order to give Backfire a refueling capability.

Senator Glenn. I would contest your statement in the absence of 
any proof, because T don’t think  we have that means.

Mr. Warnke. I cannot defend the Backfire constraints  at the 
present point, Senator Glenn, because they have not been worked out.

Senator Glenn. Then we have no means at the moment.
Mr. AA'arnke. We don’t have the constraints.
Senator Glenn. OK, let’s run through some more of these things.

AG REE MENT, VERIFICA TIO N CONCERN ING  MIRv’eD MISSILE S

Wha t about the MIRV versus non-MIRV’d ?
Mr. AV arnke. I think we have solved th at problem because of the 

MIRV counting rules that have been agreed to.
Senator Glenn. You mean tha t we just agree that everything will 

be counted as MIRV ?
Mr. Warnke. That’s right.
We agree tha t every missile of a type which has ever been tested 

with a MIRV warhead is counted as a MIRA’.
Senator Glenn. But you cannot detect whether or not there is a 

MIRV nest on top of the thing.
Mr. AVarnke. No. But if it has ever been tested as a MIRA’ war

head, then every missile of tha t type is treated  as i f it has a AIIRA’ 
warhead, whether or not it has one.

Senator Ciiurcii. And every silo ?
Air. Warnke. And every silo which has ever contained or launched 

a missile of a type  which has ever been tested with a AIIRV warhead, 
is counted as a launcher for a AIIRV missile.

Senator Glenn. Then this would presume tha t every other type 
missi le, the n, wou ld no t be AIIRV’d, an d you  wou ld pre sum e th at
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they would absolutely test it if they went to MIRV on that  type 
warhead. ’<•-

Mr. Warnke. We know, Senator Glenn, which of thei r missiles 
are MIR V’d and which have never been tested and never equipped 
with warhead. We know which type of launchers are associated with 
MIR V’d missiles. We have been able to get them to agree tha t any 
launcher of the type associated with a MI RV’d missile will be trea ted 
as if it were a launcher of a MIR V’d missile.

Senator Glenn. But my point is what if they put MIR V’s on top 
of missiles tha t are not MIRV’d at the present time.

Mr. Warnke. We would know if they were doing that.
Senator Glenn. How ?
Mr. Warnke. They would have to design it;  they would have to 

test i t ; they would have to deploy it and we could verify it.
Senator Glenn. That is where I p art  company with you.
I don’t th ink they would have to test with a whole M IRV ’d nest 

on board. They could test with a nest with a single MIRV in it. You 
would come out with the same results and we would not even know 
the thing  was MIR V’d.

Mr. W arnke. We would know, Senator  Glenn, from our national 
technical means, whether they were doing that  sort of testing.

Senator Case. John , would you please make it clear to me just 
what you are talkin g about when you say put  a MIRV on an ICBM 
or something?

Senator Glenn. Sure.
They have certain ICBM ’s that are only a single shot right  now. We 

are saying, and they are agreeing at Geneva, tha t tlie ones that  are 
MIR V’d now will remain M IRV’d. They have several on top of those. 
The ones th at are single shot missiles, with just one nuclear warhead 
on top. will remain that  way.

What I am saying is what is to prevent them from MIRVing  the 
others and upsett ing our whole balance unknown to us. The nego
tiators are relying on the fact tha t they would have to test with all 
the multiple warheads in there and all of them fanning out a t the same 
time, which I  question.

Senator Sarbanes. Howard Baker was asking him about this.
They said tha t they could not MIRV  in the existing silos without 

modifying and therefore we would be able to spot that. But they a d
mit, as I  understand  it, the danger th at they can develop a missile that  
can be put in an un-MIRV’d silo which can carry  a MIRV warhead.

Isn ’t, tha t correct ? Is n’t that the danger ?
Mr. Warnke. Yes.
Senator Church. I think tha t you should hear the question again 

before you answer, Paul.
Mr. W arnke. As I  understood the question, lie asked isn’t it a dan

ger tha t they could develop a new missile which could be MIR V’d, 
or a new MIRV warhead for an existing missile.

Senator Church. Yes.
Senator Sarbanes. Yes, but one that  can be put in there without re

quiring the substantial modifications which we would be able to detect. 
That is the real danger, isn’t it?

Mr. Warnke. Xo, because in my opinion we could detect it. In  
order for them to have a MIRV capabil ity, they would a t least have 
to test the missile with a post-boost vehicle.
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Se na tor  Case. W ith a w hat?
Mr. W arnke. W ith  a post -boo st vehic le. In  othe r words, you have 

the in iti al  b oos ter whi ch pu ts the miss ile on its  way. Th en  you would 
have a post -boo st vehic le whi ch wou ld release the M IR V’s. W e would 
be able,  by ou r na tio na l technica l means, to de termine  wh eth er the y 
were  testi ng  a missile  wi th  a post -boo st vehic le. Wo wou ld be able  
[de leted]  to  te ll wh at was going  on wi th resp ect  to  the dis pensing  
mechanis m. We  wou ld be able  to  t ell  by the reen try  vehicle .

Se na tor  Gle nn . [D ele ted .]
[De lete d.]

BAN ON AN Y TYPE OF DELIBERATE CONCEALMENT AGREEMENT

Mr. W arnke. Tha t is correc t, Se na tor  Glenn, and th at  is why at 
Geneva  we hav e ins isted on a ban  on any type  of del ibe rate  conceal
ment. [De leted.]

Se na tor  G lenn . [De lete d.]
Mr. W arnke. [De lete d.]
Sena tor  Glenn . I don’t  see how you wou ld eve r enforce th at  one. 

[De lete d.]  There  is no th ing to detect. We  wou ld never know th at  
concealmen t is go ing  on. [Dele ted ] unless we detecte d the actu al 
launch  itse lf, we wou ld never know  th at  the  test  had occu rred .

We  do the same th in g in th is country  to conceal th ings  fro m the  
Russians.

Mr. W arnke. I  realize th at  we do.
Th is is the kind  of pra ctice  which would be ban ned  by the  ban  on 

delibera te concealment. I believe t ha t we wou ld be able over a per iod  
of  t ime  to  te ll wh eth er or  not  they  were, in fac t, bre ak ing  th at  ban.

There  is no agr eem ent  you can wr ite , Se na tor  Glenn, th at  says  no
body can vio late  it . Bu t the  san ctio n th en  i s th at  if  you find a viola tion  
of  the  agreem ent , obviously you are  not go ing  to con tinu e with th at  
agreem ent .

Se na tor  G lenn . [De lete d.]
Mr. W arnke. I f  it  were designed to de libera tely conceal d a ta : yes.
Se na tor  Gle nn . B ut  it  is des igne d fo r that . Tha t is the pur pose of  

it,  complete ly. We  g et pic tur es back fro m all ove r t he  world .
Se na tor  Chu rc h. G entlemen, I am af ra id  th at  I  am not quite fo l

low ing  thi s exchang e. I need  to  have  t hi s spe lled  out a lit tle  bi t more.
You are  us ing  ce rta in  technical  terms  wi th which I  am no t fu lly  

acquainted .
Se na tor  Gle nn . Th e whole  m at te r concern s veri fica tion  and how 

we do i t. W ha t I  am br inging  up is u sin g some of  ou r own techniqu es, 
ones t hat  we u se in t hi s country , and askin g w hy ca n't  th e Russians  do 
the  same th ing,  and if  they do, we wil l have no NT M [nati on al tech
nica l m eans  (o f v eri fic at ion) ], bas ical ly, on some of  these area s.

W ha t we do now is thi s. We have sa tel lite s up which tak e pic tur es 
all oyer th e wor ld. They make a p ack age  d ro p which pa rac hu tes  down 
and  is p icked up  in th e air.  We  b rin g it  back  in, deve lop the  pic tur es,  
and we know wh at is go ing  on all ove r the  world. [De lete d.]

Senator  Case. That  is  the t hi ng  th at  I  d on’t qu ite underst and.
How does t hat wor k? Un de r wh at  p roposed provision is that ?
Se na tor  G lenn . Let  me c arry  t hat  one step fu rthe r and the n I will  

come back to  th at .
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Senator Church. [Deleted.]
Senator Glenn. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. And you are asking whether tha t is prohibited 

as well ?
Senator Sarbanes. It  is prohibited. The question is how do you 

verify  its violation. It  is no answer to say that  any agreement can 
be violated. The whole question is to what extent can we ascertain 
the violations when and if they occur.

Senator Glenn. And if they occur and if that is legal for them, 
then can they prohibit us from doing the same thing? That is vital 
to our whole intelligence network all over the world. [Deleted.]

Mr. Warnke. But that would not be a missile test, Senator  Glenn.
Senator Glenn. [Deleted.]
Mr. Warnke. Le t’s say weapons test—that  would be a violation of 

the agreement.
Senator Church. How is tha t verifiable ?
Mr. Warnke. The question raised is how would we know. [De

leted.] We would know about the  existence of the test . There are  such 
things  as rad ar observation of reentry , rad ar observation in mid
course. [Deleted.]

Senator Glenn. [Deleted.]
How do we verify something like that? I don’t see how we can do it.
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. [Deleted.]
Senator Stone. [Deleted.]
Mr. Warnke. Tha t would be a possibility.
Senator Case. B ut you still couldn’t detect when they didn ’t. You 

could have the words in the treaty, but you could not detect the 
violation, isn’t that right?

Senator Church. As I unders tand it, as long as you detected th at 
a test missile has been launched [deleted].

Senator Glenn. Here is what leads me into this.
When we were in Geneva in the summertime [deleted].
I now get back to my original point of how do we verify something 

tha t vital ?
Senator Stone. H ow would we ? Do you have an idea ?
Senator Glenn. I do not have any idea. That is the reason I am 

so concerned about that point.
Mr. W arnke. Let me, if I may, respond with regard  to  th is entire 

question in terms of the  agreement that we are now negotia ting. [De
leted.] But  what we are talk ing about at this  stage is how do we 
verify whether or not a missile has been tes ted as a MIR V’d missile? 
[Deleted.]

Tha t is why I say tha t as you get on with more complex SALT 
agreements, your verification problems are going to increase. But, 
for the SALT II  agreement, which is curren tly taking place, we do 
have, in my opinion, adequate verification and sufficient confidence 
in our ability to verify. [Deleted.]

A lot of this  would have to be determined in the Standing  Con
sultative Commission, [SCC] just as it has been in the past, where 
we have found practices which, in our opinion, constituted at least
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argu ab ly vio lati ons of  the agreem ent . We have rai sed  th at  question 
in the  SCC an d I th in k th at  it  has wor ked  out qui te sa tis fac tor ily .

DETECTING CONCEALMENT

Sena tor  Glenn . We have  a proh ib iti on  ag ain st delibera te conceal 
ment also in grou nd  ins tal lat ion s. Ho w do we detect  concealmen t 
there ? If  it  is good enough, we do n’t dete ct it .

Mr. W arnke. Ag ain , I  th in k you have to look at  the agreem ent  
th at  you  are ve rifyin g.

Sena tor  G le nn . But  how do you ve rif y th at there  h as been no con
cealment on the ground , because if  th ey  a re good  a t it, we won’t know 
it?

Mr.  "Warnke. Our  experien ce, Se na tor G lenn, ha s been t ha t we have 
been able to det erm ine  when the y are  us ing  camouflage pra ctices  and 
when they are t ry in g t o h ide  those . A ga in, reg arding  Se cre tary L ai rd 's 
art icl e, I th ink one of  the conspicuous th ings  abo ut th at  ar tic le  is it  
show s how good we are  at  findin g ou t wh at  is goi ng on. Th is art icle 
points ou t some very, very sub tle practic es.  They do no t happen  to 
con sti tute a v iolation of the  ex ist ing  agreements , bu t we c ert ain ly  have 
known th at  they  have been tryi ng  to conceal things. I  th in k we will  
be able to in th e f utur e,  too.

We  have to  look at  it  in  ter ms  of  w ha t is  the agreem ent  it se lf ? "What 
are  we ver ify ing ?

Senator  Stone . Excuse me, bu t ma y I  ask  a question, please?

ONSITE VERIFICATION

Ha ve  you exp lored ons ite ver ific atio n? Ha ve  we nego tia ted  fo r 
th at  ?

Mr. W arnke. "We hav e tal ked abo ut th at pr im ar ily  in connect ion 
witl i the  com prehensive  test  ban , Se na tor Sto ne.

Sena tor  Stone . "Wouldn’t th at  ans wer all  of these  ques tions , or  al 
most  al l o f them ?

Mr. W arnke. "Well, i t would no t ans wer all  of them, bu t it wou ld 
be a usefu l ad jun ct,  a nd  t hat  is one of  t he  thing s we a re ho lding  open 
fo r S ALT  I I I . [Dele ted .]

Bu t, as I said, we can  ve rify the  num ber s of silos. We  can  ve rif y 
the  M IR V counting rule.

Senator  C hurch. I  th ink th at  huma n experience would sugg est  th at  
only as a sp ir it  of  confidence begins to develop  between the Un ite d 
State s and the  S oviet  U nio n are  yo u go ing  to  be able  to  establis h such 
precise  identi ficatio ns as on-site  inspec tion . I  th ink th is comes with 
pr og ress ; it  can’t come a ll at  once.

I have  anoth er ques tion  to pr ese nt to  the  comm ittee.
) { > * * *  * * *

[The com mit tee turne d to  othe r bus iness.]
Sena tor  Chur ch . V ery  well. Now th at  we have conc luded the  busi

ness of  the  r eso luti on,  are  there fu rther  ques tion s fo r Mr. Warn ke?
Mr. "Warnke. Mr. Ch airma n, first may I  com men t fu rthe r brie fly 

on S enato r G len n’s questions ?
Senator  C iiu rc ii. O f course.
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Mr. W arxke. I was saying tha t with regard to testing of missiles 
with MIR V’s, [deleted]. So really, although  I recognize the compli
cations th at exist, Senator Glenn, with respect to some of these ques
tions [deleted], to me they are not of significant importance in con
nection with the SALT I I agreement.

Where we would run into problems would be if you had a very, 
very comprehensive ban on any qualita tive changes. Tha t would be 
difficult to verify  because they obviously could make qualitative 
changes,and [deleted].

BAX OX UPGRADIXG QUALITY

Senator Case. There is no ban a t all on upgrading quality, is there ?
Senator Glexx. That  was the next point I was going to bring up. 

You have beat me to my next point, Clift.
Mr. Warxke. W hat we are trying to get, Senator Case, is a ban on 

new types of ICBM’s [deleted].
Senator Glexx. How can you tell ?
Mr. Warxke. [Deleted.]
Senator Case. Oh, you could do tha t ?
Mr. Warxke. Yes.
We could tell, of course, whether or not there are new RV's [re

entry vehicle]. In tha t connection, I am sure tha t Senator  Glenn is 
famil iar with the data tha t has recently come to our attention with 
respect to [deleted].

Senator Case. H ow does that  work ?
Mr. Warxke. That  is a reentry  vehicle and the method by which 

tha t reentry  vehicle is released affects its accuracy.
Previously, [deleted] the reentry vehicles were not released in the 

fashion of [deleted]. But it indicates our ability to monitor t hat  sort 
of change.

Now there are limits, obviously; software changes we could not 
tell, and some hardware changes unquestionably would be difficult to 
detect. But tha t is something which we are still endeavoring to 
negotiate.

Senator Glexx. [Deleted].

VERIFIABILITY OF AGREEMEXT

Mr. Warxke. But there are other phenomena which are observable 
under those circumstances, as I unders tand it. In this connection, of 
course, obviously my agency does not have any independent intelli
gence expertise. We have to rely on the inteligence community gen
erally. Therefore I am sure tha t the committee will want to question 
the members of the intelligence community. I am assured bv them 
tha t the agreement tha t we are currenty negot iating is, in fact, ade
quately verifiable.

I have been asked by the chairman. Senator Sparkman, to submit 
a report on the verifiability of this agreement, as it is now taking 
shape. That, report is under'prepara tion and I hope to lie able to sub
mit it within the very near future. I am sure tha t will raise certain 
questions. T hope it will answer certain questions.
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Se na tor Church. I think  i t would be wise to arrange  for a special 
meeting with the Director of the  CIA [Centra l Intelligence Agency] 
and other specialists in this field.

Sena tor  Case. After we get the report.
Senator Church. Then we could fur ther pursue with those best 

able to answer them the most technical questions.
Senator Glenn. Let me follow this up with one more specific ques

tion and  then  I have a general question.

EAST RELOAD CAPABIL ITY ON SILO VERIFICA TIO N

How can you verify or not verify a fa st reload capability on a silo, 
if they develop one?

Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
We are able, with an adequate degree of confidence, to tell about the 

deployment of missiles at ICBM launch sites.
Senator Case. Does tha t mean t ha t you cannot have a spare?
Mr. Warnke. That’s right.
Senator Case. Not even one?
Mr. Warnke. Not even one—at the site, that is.
Senator Glenn. In  an underground operation, how can you pos

sibly verify  tha t?
I am thinking of our own proposal here for mobile launchers for 

underground silos 15 miles long or however long you want to make 
them. We have no way of knowing, no way of verifying, nor can 
they verify on us, whether there is one in there on a track  tha t can 
pop up anywhere over a 20-mile length, or whether there are 50 in 
there.

How can we verify tha t?
Mr. Warnke. [Deleted.]
They don’t have trenches at the present point in which they have 

multiple launch pads; they have silos tha t are capable of holding 
just, one ICBM, so tha t is a verifiable element at the present point.

As far as rapid reload capability  is concerned, again, they would 
have to put in new types  of facilities, and that would be a violation 
of the agreement.

Se na tor  Church. I s tha t verifiable?
Mr. Warnke. Not any silo can be reloaded, and the addition of the 

new facilities would be verifiable.

TI M IN G OF SILO LOADING, RELOADING

Senator Case. How long does it take to load those things now ?
Mr. Warnke. I th ink it  is about a day.
Senator Case. To make all the hookups ?
Mr. Warnke. That's  right.
Mr. Keene. It might be more difficult aft er they fire the first one.
Mr. Graham. Rapid  reload can mean about an hour or two. 
Senator Glenn. All sorts of things could be developed, and we have 

had some proposals in this country to develop things like th at, such 
as a faster relaunch capability which does not take a day or two to 
come up the pad afte r a launch.
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There is a whole different area here of the verification problem as 
looked at by the Soviets and our problem in this  country. I think th at 
has not been addressed.

When we started out a t Geneva, they  proposed, to  begin with, th at 
we would go by national technical means, NTM, and that  would be 
it. Even though I understand that we asked for more to begin with, 
they were adamant on tha t subject, and so we agreed to it. The nego- 
t i at ions have proceeded on that basis ever since.

Xow there is a tremendous difference in their  verification problem as 
opposed to ours. As we pointed out to Semenov, thei r negotia tor in 
Geneva, all they would really  need to ascertain  or verify about 95 per
cent of the things  here is a subscription to Aviation Week and the 
Congressional Record. They would then have a good portion  of their 
verification problems taken care of.

We told them jokingly tha t if they would just  give us a daily  copy 
of the Presidium proceedings, we would apprepciate it. Semenov got 
a big kick out of that.

This points up the difference in our problems. I am not making 
light of this. It  points up  the difference in problems in a closed society 
and in an open society.

I don't know how, without the ir giv ing us onsite inspection, as Sen
ator Stone mentioned, which I am sure they are not going to do, we 
will ever come up with adequate verification.

VERIFICATION' ENHANCEMENT

Are there any things tha t we think righ t now will really provide 
better enhancement of verification in the future moving toward  SALT 
HI?

Mr. Warnke. As fa r as SA LT is concerned, we are working on tha t 
problem, not only in Geneva, but  also here. We are trying to  find out 
what it is th at we would be able to do to supplement the present na
tional technical means.

We have talked with them about the possibility of cooperative 
means.

As you know, Senator Glenn, onsite inspection is not a panacea by 
any means. I t has certain distinct limitations itself. It  would not be 
very effective, for example, as a supplement for the verification on the 
SALT IL I think, as I have already  indicated, tha t we have adequate 
verifiability for SALT I I.

In SALT I II , if we get fur ther qualitative controls, then some sort 
of cooperative means would, in fact, be useful. We have ta lked with 
them about onsite inspection in connection with the comprehensive 
test ban ta lks, and they have agreed with the principle.

We are endeavoring, with the next round of ta lks, to work out the 
criteria for that. I would hope th at tha t would be a useful precedent 
for SALT II I  and tha t we would be able to carrv over those into 
SALT.

On SALT II . as I  said. I  am assured by the intelligence community 
tha t we have adequate verifiability and I believe it.

Senator Gtvnn. Let me ask one other question and then I will be
finished, Mr. Chairman.
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K II .L EII  SA TE LL ITE SY ST EM  DEV EL OP M EN T,  VER IF IC ATI ON

W ha t are  your  comm ents about th e ar tic le  in toda y’s p ap er  on the  
ki lle r sat ell ite? A develop ment like  th at wou ld obv iously upset  the  
whole str ateg ic  balance,  wo uldn 't it?  How is a development  like  tha t 
pre vente d in SA LT  II,  an d are there any  veri fica tion  mea ns th at  we 
have, or  th at  we a re using now which  can  ve rify th at the y are or  are  
no t d eve lop ing  such a system  ? I f  th ey  a re, th at  wo uld upset  th e whole 
balance because it would mean th at  they  could des troy an ythi ng  we 
have coming in. I t  would mea n th at  every thi ng  bas ica lly  achieved  
in SA LT  I I  is destro yed  wi th th at  developmen t.

Mr. W arnke. I would agree, Se na tor Glenn, th at if,  in fac t, both  
sides  dep loyed and  used an tis atel lit e devices,  then  you  cou ld forge t 
abo ut SA LT  agreements. But  the re  are  a  couple  o f answers to  it.

The firs t one is th at  as fa r as the concept  of some kind  of  parti cle  
beam is concerned, [dele ted ]. We  d o know  th at  t hey hav e tes ted  cer 
ta in  types of  a nt isa tel lite wea pons a nd  we are  endeav oring  now  to  set 
up  a nego tia tion wi th the m th at wou ld ban  any  type  of  an tis ate lli te 
weapon  development and dep loyment.

In  conn ection with SA LT , the way  we h andle d it  is  t hat  th at  ob vi
ously wou ld be a vio lat ion  of  any SA LT agreem ent , and we would 
prom pt ly  hav e to  re pu diate  the a gree men t.

ANTIS ATEL LI TE W EAPO N CAPA BIL IT Y AG AI NS T IC B M ’s

Se na tor  Glenn . As fa r as you know, wh at the y hav e used  so fa r 
as an an tis ate lli te weapon,  wou ld th a t also apply  ag ain st IC BM ’s?

Mr. W arnke. To the best o f my knowledge, th ey wou ld not h ave  any  
kind  of  an  an ti- IC BM  ca pabil ity .

Se na tor  Glenn . Unles s they  wen t into  som eth ing  like  thi s ?
Mr.  W arnke. I  believe t ha t Se cre tar y Bro wn ad dressed th e quest ion 

of  th e so-ca lled parti cle  beam device back  some 4 or  5 mo nth s ago. 
Th e Pr es iden t did , too. [De lete d.]  B ut  the y do have othe r typ es of  
an tis ate lli te devices whi ch the y have, in fac t, al read y tes ted . 4'hose 
tes ts have sometimes  been successful and some times they  have been 
unsucce ssful.

I t  is po ten tia lly  a very desta bil izi ng  develop ment and has to be 
stoppe d. That  is why  we are endeavoring  to ge t a nego tia tio n going  
th at  would, in  fact,  stop  th at .

Se na tor  Church. I f  they  hav e developed and tes ted  these an ti 
sa tel lite  missiles,  some successfully , w ha t th en  i s to  pr even t them  f rom  
sto ckpil ing  a sufficient numb er of such missi les so th a t if  they  were 
eve r to  decide upon a pre em ptive str ike , they  could knock out our 
survei llan ce system first?

Mr. W arnke. The tes ts, of course, are  very obvious. Th erefo re  we 
have been able  to keep  tra ck  of any test s up  to thi s po int.

The t est s up  t o t his  p oint  have been very lim ited and [de leted].
As fa r as thei r taki ng  a chance  on tryin g an tis ate lli te ac tiv ity  is 

concerned, th at  obviously  wou ld be the  cleare st ind ica tio n of  an 
at tempt  at  a preem ptive str ike . I t  would cle arl y viola te the SA LT  
agreem ent . I t  would viola te i t in  two  respects.

Se na tor  Chur ch . It  would p ut  us all  on a Red Alert .
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Mr. Warnke. Yes, t ha t is right.  It  would put us immediately on 
the kind of alert we would have if there were any sor t of mass evacua
tion of Soviet cities. I th ink th at as a consequence that  would be tanta
mount to an announcement of an intent to launch a strike. If  we were 
caught at tha t point  by surprise, it would be a reflection on our 
commonsense. But, antisa tellite activity  is barred in SALT II . It  
would constitute interference with nationa l technical means, which is 
prohibited. I t would constitute an attempt at deliberate concealment, 
which is prohibited.

Certain ly I would agree with Senator Glenn tha t we ought to see 
if we can stop the development of any kind of effective antisatellite 
missile.

VERIFICATION ISSUE

Senator Glenn. I  would hope th at the study you are preparing on 
this subject is made as complete as possible. 1 honestly believe—and 
I have said this every time we get into one of these meetings—tha t 
approval  or disapproval of SA LT is going to revolve around the verifi
cation matter. I t will in my own mind.

I must admit  t ha t I am up in the air  about where I  am going to  
come down—for or agains t SALT. I think it will be determined by 
what I finally resolve in my own mind about just how verifiable the 
agreement is.

I am fu lly aware, Paul,  th at we are not going to get a 100 percent 
verifiable treaty.  There just is no such thin g and I am aware of tha t. 
I am not t rying to shoot fo r unattainab le perfection. But the things 
tha t I mentioned here this morning are o f real concern to  me. I  hope 
we are not buying something that we will live up to and that they 
may or may not choose to live up to, and tha t we will be left with 
them building and us not building—having agreed to the treaty . 
This would be the worst of both worlds and is my major concern.

Mr. Chairman, I fear tha t I have taken more than my share of the 
time. Thank you for your forbearance.

Senator Church. I  think your questions have been excellent and I 
think the emphasis on detection is well placed.

Mr. Warnke. There certainly is no difference of view between us, 
Senator Glenn.

I agree with you on the pivotal importance of verifiability. I hope 
you will be satisfied.

The full report on verifiability, obviously, will have to come from 
CIA and DIA (Defense Intelligence Agency). We have been asked 
to provide our opinion with regard to verifiability, and we will do so.

Senator Church. I  only hope th at we will all keep in mind as we 
examine the  case for verifiability what the alternat ive may be. This 
is not to suggest tha t we ever commit ourselves to get into the kind 
of trap  t ha t Senator Glenn has described. But , on the other hand, if 
we don’t get further agreements, then it  is open sesame to the develop
ment of any number of weapons that will be designed to be 
unverifiable.

Mr. Warnke. Yes, I think that is correct.
May I make just one more comm ent, Mr. Chairman, on this 

entire question of verifiability?
Senator Church. Please.
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Mr. Warnke. Senator Glenn lias said, of course correctly, that, no 
agreement could be 100 percent verifiable. I  think we sometimes tend 
to look at verification just from the standpoint of the person who is 
worried about the other side cheating. We also have to look at i t from 
the standpoint of the potential cheater.

What kind of a chance could a potential  cheater afford to take? 
Suppose you have an agreement which is 80 percent verifiable, so th at 
there were 8 chances out of  10 tha t he would be caught. He certainly 
could not afford to take tha t sort of chance.

I think we ought to aim for something in tha t order of likelihood. 
But we have to recognize again, from the standpoint  of the potential 
cheater, what risk is he running.

There are some types of provisions tha t would be so difficult to veri
fy th at he would not be running any so rt of risk  to take  the chance.

Senator Glenn. That’s right.
Mr. Warnke. I t hink those are the ones that we have to isolate.
I don’t believe t hat  testing a missile with MIR V’s is th at difficult 

to verify,  and although there might be a theoret ical possibility that he 
could get  away with it [deleted]. I don’t believe under the circum
stances tha t the Soviet Union could afford to take tha t chance.

Senator Glenn. I hope those are all  spelled out in your report.
Mr. Warnke. We will do the best we can, Senator.
Senator Church. Thank you, Mr. Warnke.
I have one further request by the committee, and tha t is that  you 

and your staff be prepared to answer any written  questions for the 
record that  may be submitted to you.

Mr. Warnke. We would be happy to do so.
[Additional questions and answers follow :]

ACDA Responses to Additional Questions for the Record

Question 1. Would you comment in d eta il on the point s ra ised  by former Secre
tary  of Defense L aird  in his December ar ticle in Rea der 's Digest?

Answer.
T he Secretary of State,

Washington, D.C.
Hon. John Sparkman,
Chairman,
Committee on Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman : As you know the re has been a great deal of intere st in 
recen t months over the  question  of the  Soviet record  o f compliance with  the pro
visions of the SALT I agreements. I und ers tand t ha t members of your Committee 
have expressed concern, most  recent ly in the  course of hear ings  to approve the 
Ambassadorial nomination of Rober t Buchheim, the U.S. Commissioner to the 
Standing Consultative  Commission in Geneva.

The issue of Soviet compliance, although impor tan t in its  own right,  takes on 
an increased urgency at  a time when we are nearing  completion of a new SALT 
II  agreement.

I am enclosing a copy of a stat ement  prepared by the  Adm inist ration which 
deals with the  broad range of issues raised by both sides  rega rding compliance 
with  the first SALT agreements. In addition  the  stat ement  addresses a number 
of charges which have  been ra ised in the p ress  bu t which in f act  were not the sub
ject  of discussion between the two sides.

I hope tha t thi s sta tem ent  will lay to rest many of th e concerns of members of 
your Committee and will serve to answer the  ques tions  raised by members of  
the  Committee.

With warm est regards.
Sincerely,

Enclosure as state d.
Cyrus Vance.
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COM PLIA NCE  W IT H TH E SALT ONE AGRE EMENTS
I. Intr oduct ion

The purpo se of this  pape r is to provide a bri ef accou nt of the background, di s
cussion, and  sta tus  of those questions rela ted  to compliance with  the SALT agree
ments of 1972—the  ABM Tre aty  and the  Int erim Agreeme nt on Stra tegi c Offen
sive Arms—which have been rais ed by the  Unite d States and the USSR. It  also 
provides a brie f discussion of ma tters which have  been mentioned in the press 
but which h ave  not been r aised  w ith the  USSR.
II . General

Even before talks with  the USSR on the  subj ect of stra tegic arm s limi tation 
began, the United States estab lished , in the fram ework of the Natio nal Security 
Council system, an interagency group known as the  Verification Panel to study 
questions concerni ng SALT, with  special  att ent ion  to ma tters of verifica tion of 
compliance with the provisions of possible agreements. Dur ing the prel imin ary 
talks in November and December of 1969, the  Unite d Sta tes proposed, and the 
USSR agreed, to crea te a special stan ding body to deal with  questions of imple
men tatio n of agree ments  which might be concluded, including questions which 
might  ari se concerning compliance. This  reflected early recognition and agree
ment  th at  such ma tte rs would requ ire special atte ntion in connection with  any 
agree ment  as complex as one l imit ing the stra teg ic weapons of the  Untied  Stat es 
and  the USSR.

Artic le X II I of the  ABM Tre aty  of May 26, 1972 provides for  a Stan ding Con
sul tative Commission (SC C) to. among oth er thing s, “consid er q uestio ns concern
ing compliance with  the  obligations assum ed and rela ted  situ atio ns which may be 
considered  ambiguous.” Artic le VI of the  Int erim Agreem ent provides  th at  the 
Pa rties use the SCC in a sim ilar man ner in connection with  th at  Agreement. In 
December 1972, dur ing the first session of SALT TWO, the SCC was forma lly 
establ ished.

Since the  conclusion of the 1972 SALT ag reements,  proce dures  have  been e sta b
lished with in the U.S. governm ent for  moni toring Soviet performa nce and for 
dealin g with  ma tters rela ted  to compliance. All intellig ence info rmation is car e
fully analy zed in the context of the provis ions of those agreem ents, and recom
mendations  on questions which ari se are  developed by interagen cy intellige nce 
and policy-advisory groups w ithin  the  NSC system. Currently , these  a re an In te l
ligence Community Steer ing Group on Monitoring  Strateg ic Arms Limi tations 
and the  Stan ding  Consu ltativ e Commission Working Group of the  NSC Special 
Coordination  Committee. Should anal ysis  of intelli gence  inf orm ation  in dica te tha t 
the re could be a questio n concerni ng compliance, thi s la tte r group  reviews  and 
analy zes the  available info rmation a nd provid es recommendations. The  Presiden t 
decides whethe r a  p art icu lar  quest ion or is sue i s to  be ra ised  wi th the  USSR  based 
on the  stud y and  recommendations of the  Working Group and, if necessary7, the 
departm ent and agency principa ls who comprise the  Special Coordination  Com
mitt ee or the  NSC itsel f. After discussion of any questio n is opened with the  
USSR in the  Stan ding  Cons ultativ e Commission, the  positions and actio ns taken  
by the U.S. represe ntat ives  ar e also guided in the  same m anner.
II I.  Questions  Raised By the U.S.

A. Laun ch contro l fac iliti es (spec ial-pu rpose  sil os) .—Artic le I of the  Inte rim 
Agreeme nt st at es : “The Parties und ertake  n ot to star t cons truct ion of additional 
fixed land-based inte rcontin ental ball istic  m issile (ICBM ) laun chers af ter Jul v 1, 1972.”

In  1973, the  United  States determined th at  a ddi tion al silos of a d iffer ent design 
were und er cons truct ion at  a number of launch sites. If  these had been in tende d to 
contain ICBM launc hers, they would have constitu ted a viola tion of Artic le I 
of the  Int erim Agreement. When the  United Sta tes  raised its  concer n over this 
cons truct ion with  the  Soviet side, the USSR responded th at  the si los were , in fact,  
hard ened f acil ities b uil t fo r la unch  control purposes. As discussio ns proceeded and 
additional intelligence become available , the  United  Sta tes concluded th at  the 
silos w ere buil t to serve a launch  control function.

In  earl y 1977, following fu rth er  discussions dur ing  1975 and 1976 and  a review 
of our  intellig ence on this subjec t, the  US decided to close discussion of this  
ma tte r on the  basis  th at  the  silos in question ar e cur ren tly used as launch 
control facil ities . We will, of course, cont inue  to watch for  any act ivit y which 
might war ra nt  r eopenin g of t his ma tter .
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B. Concealment measures.—Artic le V of the  Int erim Agreement and  Artic le 
XII of the ABM Treat y provide th at  each  Pa rty  sha ll not “. . . interf ere  with  
the nat ion al techn ical means  of verifica tion of the oth er Par ty. . .” n or “. . . use 
delibera te concealment measures  which impede verificat ion by nat ion al tech 
nical means of compliance with  the  provisions . . .” of the Agreeme nt or the 
Trea ty. Both arti cle s provided th at  the  la tte r obligat ion “. . . shal l not requ ire 
changes in cu rre nt construction , assembly, conversion, or overhaul  prac tice s.”

The United  Sta tes  has closely monitored Soviet concealm ent prac tices both be
fore a nd af te r conclus ion of the 1972 SALT agreements. Duri ng 1974, the  ex ten t of 
those concealment act ivi ties  associated with  stra teg ic weapons programs  in
creased subs tant ially. None of them p reven ted U.S. verification o f compliance with  
the  provision s of the  ABM T rea ty or the  Interim Agreement, but the re was con
cern th at  they could impede verificat ion in the  fu tur e if the pa tte rn  of conceal
ment measures  w ere permit ted to continue to expand.

The United  States sta ted  this concern and discussed  it  with  the Soviet side. 
In early 1975, car efu l analysis of intelligence  info rmation on act ivit ies in the 
USSR ied the United States to conclude th at  the re no longer appe ared  to be 
an expan ding pa tte rn  of concealment activities associated with  stra teg ic weap
ons program s. We continue to moni tor Soviet acti vity  in this area closely.

C. Modern larg e balli stic missiles (8 8- 19  is su e) .—Article 11 of the Interim 
Agreement st at es : “The Pa rties  und erta ke not to conve rt land-based launchers 
for ligh t ICBMs, or for  ICBMs of older types deployed prior to 1964. into  land- 
based laun cher s for heavy ICBM’s of types  deployed af te r th at  time.” This 
provision was sought by the United  Sta tes as pa rt  of an effort to place limits 
on Soviet heavy ICBM’s (S S- 9 and follow -ons) . We did not, however, obtain 
agreement on a qu antita tiv e definition of a heavy ICBM which w'ould c onst rain  
increases in the  size of Soviet ligh t ICBM’s (S S- 11  and follow-ons). Thus, the  
U.S. side sta ted  on the final day of SALT ONE negotiatio ns :

“The U.S. Delega tion regrets  th at  the  Soviet Delega tion has  not been willing  
to agree on a common definition of a heavy missile. Under these  circumstances , 
the U.S. Delegation believes i t nec essary  to  s ta te  the  fo llow ing: The United  States 
would consider any ICBM having a volume significantly gre ate r tha n th at  of 
the  larg est  ligh t ICBM now operation al on eith er side to be a heavy ICBM. The 
United  States proceeds on the premise  th at  the Soviet side will give d ue account 
to thi s consid eratio n.”

The U.S.S.R. Delegation main taine d the  positio n throughou t SALT ONE th at  
an agreed definition of heavy ICBMs was not essenti al to the und erst and ing 
reache d by the  sides in the  Interim Agreem ent on the  subj ect of heavy ICBM’s 
and made clea r th at  they did not agre e with  the U.S. stateme nt quoted  above. 
When deployment of the  SS-1 9 missi le began, its  size, though not a v iolat ion of the 
Inte rim  Agreeme nt provisions noted above, caused the United States to rais e the  
issue with  the  Soviets  in early  1975. Our purpose was to emphasize the impor 
tance  the U.S. atta che d to the dist inct ion made in the Inte rim  Agreement be
tween “ligh t” and “heav y” ICBMs, as  well as the continuing impo rtance of 
th at  disti nctio n in the  context of the  SALT TWO agreement under negot iation 
at  the time. Following some discuss ion in the  SCC. fu rth er  discuss ions of this  
question in th at  forum were  defe rred  because it was  under activ e consid eratio n 
in the SALT TW O negot iations .

Since th at  time, the  U.S. and U.S.S.R. Deleg ations  have  agreed  in the  dr af t 
tex t of the SALT TWO agreements  on a clea r demarcatio n, in term s of missile  
launch-weight a nd throw-weight, between lig ht and heavy ICBM’s.

D. Possible test ing  of an ai r defense system  (S A -5 ) ra da r in an ABM mode.— 
Article VI of the  ABM Tr eaty st at es : “To enha nce assu ranc e of the effective
ness of the  lim ita tions on ABM system s and  the ir components provide d by this 
Treaty, each Pa rty  und ertake s: (a ) not to give missiles, launchers, or rad ars , 
othe r tha n ABM inte rcep tor missiles, ABM launc hers,  or ABM rad ars , cap a
biliti es to counter  stra teg ic ball istic  missiles or thei r elements in flight tra jec 
tory. and not to tes t them in an ABM mode.”

On April 7, 1972, the  Unite d States made a sta tem ent  to clar ify our  interp re
tation of “teste d in an ABM mode.” We noted, wi th respec t to rad ars , that  we 
would consider a ra da r to be so tested if, for  example, it  makes measurements 
on a cooperative tar ge t vehicle dur ing  the ree ntr y portion  of its tra jec tor y or 
makes measurements in conjun ction with the  tes t of an ABM inte rcep tor mis
sile or an ABM ra da r a t the same test  range.  We added th at  rada rs  used for 
purpose s such as rang e safe ty or ins trume nta tion would be exempt from  appl i
cation  of these  criteria .
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During 1973 and 1974, U.S. observation of Soviet tes ts of ball istic s missiles 
led us to believe th at  a rada r associated with  the  SA-5 surface- to-ai r missile 
system had been used to track stra tegic ball istic  missiles  dur ing  flight.

A question of importance in relatio n to this activity  was whethe r it  repre
sented an effort  to upgrade  the  SA-5 system for an ABM role. The Soviets could 
have been using the  rada r in a range ins trumenta tion role to obta in precision 
tracking ; on the  other hand,  the act ivity could have been pa rt  of an effor t to 
upgrade the SA-5 system for  an ABM role, or to collect da ta for  use in devel
oping ABM systems or a new dua l SAM/ABM system. Although much more 
testing and tes ting  significantly differen t in form, would be needed before the 
Soviets could achieve  an ABM capa bili ty for the  SA-5, the  observed activity  
was, nevertheless , ambiguous with respect to the  constra ints  of Artic le VI of 
the ABM Treaty and the rela ted U.S.-sta ted int erp retation of “tes ting  in an 
ABM mode.” If  the  activity  was designed  to upgrade  the SA-5 system, it would 
have been only the  firs t step in such an effort. Extensive and  observable modi
fications to other components  of the  system would have been necessary, but 
these  have not  occurred.

The United  Sta tes  raised this issue based on the indic ation s th at  an SA-5 
rada r may have  been trac king bal list ic missiles during the reen try port ion of 
the ir flight tra jec tor y into  an ABM tes t range.

The Soviets mainta ined  th at  no Soviet ai r defen se rada r had  been tested in 
an ABM mode. They also noted that  the use of non-ABM r adars for range safety 
or in stru menta tion w as not limited by the ABM Trea ty.

A short time late r, we observed th at  the  ra da r activity  of concern dur ing 
Soviet ball istic  missile tes ts had  ceased.

The U.S. has  continued to moni tor Soviet act ivit ies carefully for any indica
tions t ha t such possible test ing activ ity might be resumed.

E. Soviet repor ting of dismantling of excess  ABM test launchers.— Each  side is 
limited under the  ABM Trea ty to no more than 15 ABM launche rs at  tes t ranges.  
During 1972, soon a fte r the  ABM T rea ty was signed, the  Soviets dism antle d sev
eral  excess laun chers at the Soviet ABM test  range.

On July 3, 1974, the  agreed procedures, worked out in the  SCC, fo r dism antl ing 
excess ABM tes t launchers ente red into  force. After the  deta iled procedures en
tere d into effect, the USSR provided notification  in the  SCC th at  the excess ABM 
launchers at  the  Soviet tes t rang e had  been dismantled in accordance  with  the 
provisions of the agreed procedures.  Our own inform ation  w as t ha t several of the  
launchers had  not, in fact , been dism antled in complete accordance with  those 
deta iled procedures.

Even though the launchers were deactiv ated  prior to ent ry into  force of the 
procedures,  and  th eir  reactivation would be of no st rategi c significance, the  United 
States raised the  m att er as a case of inaccurate notification or reporting to make 
known ou r expecta tion that  in the future  ca re would be tak en to ensure th at  noti
fication, as well as dismantling or dest ruction, was  in str ic t accordance with  the 
agreed  procedures.

F. Sovie t ABM  radar on Kam chatka Peninsula.— Article IV of  th e IBM Tre aty  
sta tes: “The limi tations  provided for in Article I II  [on deployment] sha ll n ot ap
ply to ABM systems or their  components used for  development or testin g, and 
located with in current or addit ional ly agreed tes t ranges.  . . .” In  October, 1975, a 
new rada r was installed at  the Kam chatka impact are a of the Soviet ICBM test 
range. Since Article IV exempts from the  limitat ions of Article I I I  only those 
ABM components  used for development or tes ting a t cur ren t or additionally 
agreed ranges,  location of this rad ar,  which the  United  States identified as an 
ABM rad ar,  on the K amchatka peninsula could ha ve c ons titu ted establish men t of 
a new Soviet ABM test  range.

This  situation, however, was made ambiguous by two fact s:  (1) ju st  p rio r to 
the conclusion of the SALT negotiations in 1972, the U.S. provided  to the  Soviet 
Delegation a lis t of United States and Soviet ABM te st ranges which did not  in
clude the  Kam chatka impact area. The Soviet side nei ther confirmed nor  denied 
the accuracy o r completeness of the U,S. list ing, and indica ted th at  use of na tion al 
techn ical means assured aga inst misunderstand ing of Article IV ; and  (2) the 
presence of an older type ABM ra da r could be viewed as having established the 
Kam chatka impact area as an ABM test range at the  t ime the  ABM T rea ty was 
signed.

Though the location of a new ABM rada r on K amchatka was not stra teg ica lly  
significant, it was decided t ha t Ibis m at ter should be raised with the  Soviet side in 
orde r to se t the  record st raight.
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We brought  th e situ atio n to the atte ntion of the Soviet side. T he U.S.S.R. indi 
cated  th at  a range with a rada r instrumenta tion complex existed in the  Kam
chatka Peninsula  on th e date of signature  of the  ABM Trea ty and that  they  would 
be prep ared  to consider the  Kam chatka rang e a current tes t range with in the  
meaning of Article IV of the  ABM Trea ty. The United Sta tes  continued the  ex
change to e stablish th at  K amchatka is an ABM tes t range, th at  Sary Shagan and  
Kamchatka a re th e only ABM test  ranges in the  U.S.S.R. and t ha t Art icle IV  of  the 
ABM Treaty requ ires agreement  concern ing the  estab lishm ent of a ddi tion al tes t 
ranges.

The Soviet side has  acknowledged th at  Kam chatka is an ABM tes t range and 
that  it  and Sary Shagan are the only ABM tes t ranges in the  U.S.S.R. On the th ird  
point, d iscussions are continu ing on how properly to satis fy the need for discussing 
and agreeing upon the  estab lishm ent of an ABM tes t range. Agreement app ears 
near  on th is m atte r.

G. Soviet dismantling or destruction  of replaced ICBM  launchers.— Under the  
Interim  Agreement  and  th e Protocol the reto of May 26, 1972, the  USSR w as per 

mitted to have no more th an 950 SLBM launch ers  and  62 modem, nuclear-powered 
ballis tic missile submarines. In  addition , it was provided th at  Soviet SLBM 
launchers in excess of 740 might become operational only as replacements for 
older ICBM and SLBM launchers, which would be dismantled, or  dest royed under 
agreed procedures. Such procedures were developed in the  SCC, and  became ef
fective  on J uly  3, 1974. The procedures include deta iled  requirements for the dis
mantl ing or dest ruct ion action  to be accomplished, their  timing, and notificat ion 
about them to th e other Par ty.

By early 1976, the  Soviets had  developed a requ irem ent to dismantle 51 replaced 
launchers. It  soon became apparent to the United States that  the Soviets would 
probably not complete a ll the required dism antl ing act ions on al l of the l aunchers 
on time. Therefo re, the  United Sta tes decided to raise this  question  with the 
Soviets, but  before we could do so, the  no tification concerning dismantling or de
struction provided by the Soviet s ide in the SCC acknowledged that  the  d ismant
ling of 41 older ICBM launchers  had not been completed in the  requi red time pe ri
od. T he Soviet s ide exp lained  the situ atio n and predicted  t ha t all the dismantling 
actions would be completed by Ju ne 1,1976 and ag reed  to the  U.S. demand that  no 
more submarines with replacement  SLBM launchers  begin sea trials  before such 
completion. Both condi tions were meet. Since  that  time, al though we have observed 
some minor  procedural discrepancies at  a number of those  deactivated launch  
sites  and at  others as  the replacement process continued, all the  launchers have 
been in a condition th at  satisfied the essentia l subs tant ive requi rements, which 
are  that  they cannot be used to launch missiles, and  cannot be reactivated  in a 
short, time. As necessary, we have pursued the  question of complete and precise 
accomplishment of the  deta iled requ irem ents  of the  agreed procedures.

II. Concealment at test range.—Provisions  of the  Inte rim  Agreement per tine nt 
to this  discussion a re :

Artic le V.3 : “Each Pa rty  undertakes not to use delibe rate concealment measures 
which impede verifica tion by nat ion al techn ical means  of compliance with  the 
provisions of th is Interim Agreem ent. . . . ”

Agreed Stateme nt concerning launcher dime nsions: “. . . in the  process of 
modernizat ion and replacement, the  dimensions of land-based ICBM silo la unch
ers will not be significant ly increased.”

Agreed Sta tement concerning tes t and  tra ining launchers : “ . . . there  shall be 
no significant increase  in the number of ICBM and SLBM tes t and tra ining 
launchers or in the number of such launchers for modern land-based heavy 
ICBMs . . . cons truct ion or conversion of ICBM laun chers a t tes t ranges shal l be 
undertak en only for purposes of testing and  tra ining .”

In early  1977, we observed the  use of a large net  covering over an ICBM tes t 
launcher  undergoing conversion a t a tes t range  in th e USSR.

There was agreemen t in the United  Sta tes th at  thi s subject could be ap propri
ate for discussion in SALT in the  conte xt of the ongoing discuss ions on the sub
ject of d elib erat e concealment measures in connection with a SALT TWO agree 
ment. The su bjec t was  init ially raised in  th is context.

In addition, we also expressed our view th at  the  use of  a covering over  an ICBM 
silo launcher  concealed activities from nat ional technical mean s of verification 
and could impede verificat ion of compliance with  provisions of th e In terim Agree
ment, specifically, the provision  which  dealt  wi th increases in d imensions  of ICBM 
silo launchers as recorded in the  Agreed Sta tem ent  quoted above. The United  
States took the  position that  a covering which  conceals a ctiv ities a t an ICBM silo 
from na tional technical means of ver ification could reduce the confidence and  tr us t
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which are imp orta nt to mu tua l efforts to esta blish and  mainta in stra teg ic arms 
limi tations.

It  has been the  Soviet postion that  the  provis ions of the  Interim Agreement  
were no t applicable to the ac tivi ty in quest ion. Nevertheless, they subsequently re
moved the net covering.
7U. Questions raised hy the USSR

A. Shel ters over Minu teman silos.—Parag rap h 3 of Artic le V of the Interim 
Agreement st at es : “Each Pa rty  underta kes  not  to use delibera te concealment 
measures which impede verification by nat ional techn ical means of compliance 
with  the  provisions of this Interim Agreement. This obliga tion shal l not  requ ire 
changes in current construct ion, assembly, conversion, or overhaul  prac tices.”

The United Sta tes  used she lter s which were either 300 o r 700 squa re fee t in 
size over Minuteman  ICBM silos to provide environmental  protec tion during 
ini tial  construction as well as modernization, from 1902 th rough 1972. Beginning 
in 1973, in connection with  modernizat ion and  silo-hardening work, pre fab ri
cated shel ters of about 2700 squar e feet  were used. From fou r to twelve of these 
shelters were in  p lace over si los a t any given time, fo r from 10 days to four weeks 
depending upon the severity of th e weather .

The Soviets raised this subject,  tak ing  the jiosition th at  the activity  was in
cons isten t with  Artic le V of the  Inte rim  Agreement s ince it  could be classified as 
delibera te concealment, and  tha t, there fore , it  should cease. The United States, 
based on the na tur e of the shelters and  the ir use str ict ly for envi ronm enta l pur 
poses,  not for  concealment, believed that  t he ir use was cons isten t w ith Artic le V.

In early 1977, the United States decided to modify the use of envi ronmental 
she lters over Minuteman  ICBM silos based on explicit confirmation of the 
common view shared by us and the Soviets th at  neither side should  use shel ters  
over ICBM silos th at  impede verificat ion by nat ional technical means of com
pliance  with  the provisions of the Interim Agreement. Our use of she lter s has 
recently been modified by reducing  the ir size almo st 50 percent  in recognit ion of 
that  under standing .

B. Atlas and Titan- I launchers.— The Protocol on Procedures Governing Re
placement, Dism antling or Dest ruction, and  Notification Thereof , for  Stra tegic 
Offensive Arms, as noted  above, provides detailed procedures  for dismantling 
ICBM la unchers  and assoc iated  facilit ies, one pr incip le o f which is th at  reac tiva
tion of dismantled launchers should take sub stan tial ly more time tha n cons truc
tion of a new one.

There  a re 177 form er launchers for  the  obsolete Atla s and Titan- I ICBM sys
tems at  various locat ions across  the  continental United States . All the st launch
ers were deactivated by the end of 3966.

The Soviet side apparen tly perceived an ambiguity with  respect to the sta tus  
and condition of these launchers,  based on the  amount of dismantling which had 
been done and its effect on the ir possible r eac tiva tion  time. They raised thi s issue 
in early  1975.

The United Sta tes view’ was th at  these  launchers were obsolete and  deacti
vated prior to the  Interim Agreement and were not  subject to th at  Agreement  
or to the  accompanying procedures  for  d ismantling or destruction. However, we 
did provide  some information on the ir condit ion illu str ating  that  they  could not 
be reactiv ated  easily  or quickly. The discussion on thi s question  ceased in mid- 
1975.

C. Radar on Shemya  Island.— Article II I of the ABM Tre aty  sta tes: “Each 
Pa rty  undertakes  not to deploy ABM systems or their components except . . . 
within one ABM deployment area . . . centered on the Pa rty ’s nat ion al capi
t a l . . .  and with in one deployment area . . . con taining ICBM si lo launchers. . . .”

In 3973. the  United States began cons truct ion of a new phased-array ra da r on 
Shemya Island, Alaska , at  the  western end of the  Aleu tian Isla nd chain.  This 
rada r is to be used for nat ional techn ical means  of verification, space track,  and 
ear ly warning.

The Soviets raised a question in 1975. suggesting th at  the rada r was an ABM 
radar, which would n ot be permitted  a t th is location.

The United Sta tes side discussed this  matt er  with the  Soviets and as a resu lt, 
we believe, e limin ated any concern abou t possible inconsistency with the prov i
sions of the ABM Treaty . The ra da r became operationa l in ear ly 1977.

D. Privacy of SCC proceedings.—Parag rap h 8 of the  Regulations of the  SCC 
sta tes: “The proceed ings of the  Standing  Con sulta tive Commission sha ll be 
conducted in private. The Stan ding  Consulta tive Commission may not make its 
proceedings  public except with the express consent of both Commissioners.”
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Pr ior to the special SCO session held in ear ly 1975 to  d iscuss cer tain questions 
rela ted  to compliance, several arti cles  appeared in various U.S. pub lications with 
wide circulation . These arti cle s speculated about the possibi lity of certain 
Soviet “violat ions” of the SALT agreements  which would be discussed, and 
tended to draw  the conclusion that  there were violations, based on what was 
purpor ted  to be a ccurate  intel ligence  information.

The Soviets have expressed to us the ir concern about the  importance of con
fidentiality in the work of the  SCC, and about the  publication of such items. 
They were apparen tly par ticu lar ly concerned about press  items  that  may appear 
to have official U.S. Government sanction.

We have discussed witli the  Soviets the usefulness  of ma inta inin g the  privacy 
of our  negotiations  and discussions and limi ting speculation in the public media 
on SCC proceedings, as well as the  need  to keep the  public adequate ly informed.

E. Dismantling or destruction of the ABM radar under construction at Maltn- 
strom AFB.—When the  ABM Tre aty  was signed on May 26, 1972, the  United 
Sta tes  had ABM defenses under const ruction in two deployment are as for the 
defense of ICBMs. Since the  ABM Treaty  perm itted each Pa rty  only one such ABM 
system deployment area , the  United States immediately hal ted  the construction, 
which was in the early  stages, at  Malmstrom AFB, Montana. Specific procedures 
for  the dismantling or dest ruct ion of the ABM facil ities  under construction at  
Malmstrom were nego tiated as pa rt of the Protocol on Procedures  for  ABM 
Systems and  Their Components, signed on Ju ly 3,1974.

Dismantling of the ABM fac iliti es under construction at  Malmstrom was com
pleted  by May 1, 1974.

In  l ate  1974, we notified the U.S.S.R. in the SCC th at  d ismantl ing activ ities  at  
the Malmstrom site had  been completed. Somewhat late r, the  Soviet side raised 
a question  about one deta iled aspect of the dismantling which they apparen tly 
felt, had  not been carr ied  out in full accord with  the  ag reed procedures.

We reviewed with  the  Soviet side the actio ns taken by the  United  States to 
dism antl e the  Malmstrom site, and also showed them some photographs of the 
before and af te r conditions there . The question was app arently resolved on the 
basi s o f t ha t discussion.
V. Other Questions and Charges

The process of monitoring  Soviet act ivity and  analyzing the information ob
tained  in order  to decide whe ther  any p art icu lar  ma tte r needs to be raised with 
the  Soviet side has  been described above. Ac tivities not  rais ed with  the U.S.S.R. 
as ambiguous or of  possible concern have also been examined by the  United 
States. In those cases, analysi s of the avai lable  intelligence information showed 
th at  they did not warrant  discussion or categorization as inconsistent with the 
agreements. Generally , it  has  been the  prac tice to avoid public discussions of 
these matters.

From  time to time, arti cle s have appeared in U.S. pe riodicals and newspapers, 
alleging Soviet violations of the  provisions of the SALT ONE agreements. As 
indicated earlier, these  reports or commentaries have been generally specula
tive, and have concluded or implied that  violat ions or “chea ting” by the  Soviets 
had taken  place.

Among the subjects most recen tly or frequently mentioned are  those listed 
below.

A. “Blinding” of U.S. sate llites .—Soviet use of something like laser energy 
to “blind” cer tain  U.S. satelli tes could be an  act ivi ty inconsistent with  the obli
gations in Article XI I of the ABM Tre aty  and Article V of the  Inte rim Agree
ment “not to inte rfe re with” or “use delibera te concealment measures” which 
impede verification, by nationa l technical means, of compliance with  the provi
sions of those agreements. In 1975, information rele van t to possible incidents of 
th at  natur e was thoroughly analyzed, and it was determined that  no question
able Soviet activity  was involved and that  our monitoring capabili ties had not 
been affected by these  events. The analysi s indicated th at  the  events  had re
sulted from several  large fires caused by breaks along na tu ra l gas jiipelines in 
the  U.S.S.R. Late r, following several reports in the  U.S. pres s alleging Soviet 
violations, and in response to questions abou t those repo rts, the  U.S. press  was 
informed of those facts  by several U.S. officials.

B. Mobile ABM.—From  time to time, i t h as been sta ted  t hat  the U.S.S.R. in con
travention of Article  V of the ABM Treaty,  has  developed, tested , or deployed a 
mobile ABM system, or a mobile ABM rad ar,  one of the  three components of 
a mobile ABM system.
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The U.S.S.R. does not have a  mobile ABM system or complonents for such a sys
tem. Since 15)71, the Soviets have installed at  ABM tes t ranges several rada rs 
associated  with an ABM system currently in development. One of the types  of 
rada rs associated with  thi s system can be erected  in a matt er  of  months, ra ther  
than requi ring  yea rs to build  as has been the  case for ABM r adars both s ides have 
deployed in the  past. Another type could be emplaced on p repa red concre te foun
dations. This  new system and  its  components can be installed more rapidly 
tha n previous ABM systems, but they are  clear ly not mobile in the  sense of 
being able to be moved abou t read ily or hidden. A single complete operational 
site  would take about ha lf a year to const ruct. A nat ionwide ABM system based 
on this  new system unde r development  would take a ma tter of years to build.

C. ABM testing of air defense missiles.—Artic le VI of the Tre aty  specifically 
prohibi ts the test ing in an ABM mode of missiles  which are not ABM intercep tor 
missiles, or giving them ABM capabilit ies (see Secton III .D  above). Our close 
monito ring of act ivit ies in thi s field have not indcated  th at  ABM tes ts or any 
test s aga inst stra teg ic ball istic  missiles have  been conducted with  an ai r defense 
missile;  specifically, we have not observed any such tes ts of the SA.-5 a ir defense 
system missile, the one occasionally mentioned in thi s connection in the  open 
press.

I). Mobile ICBM 's.—The development and  test ing of a mobile ICRM is not 
prohibited by the Int erim Agreement, but  the  U.S. sta ted  SALT ONE that  we 
would consider deployment of such systems to  be inconsistent with  the  objectives 
of the agreement. We do not  believe the Soviets have  deployed, an ICBM in a 
mobile mode. •

The possib ility that  the  Soviet SS-20, which is a mobile inte rmediate -range 
ballis tic missile system, has been given or  could be given ICBM range capabiliti es 
has been discussed in the press. The SS-20 is being deployed to replace older 
medium and intermediate -range missiles. It  is judged to lie capable, of reaching 
the Aleut ian Isla nds  and weste rn Alaska from its present a nd likely deployment 
areas in the eas tern  USSR; however, it cannot reach  the contiguous. 48 sta tes 
from any of its likely  deployment are as in the  Soviet Union. While the  range 
capability  of any missile system, including the SS-20, can be extended by reduc
ing the tota l weight  of its  payload or adding another  propulsion’stage,.t here is no 
evidence th at  the  Soviets have made any such modifications, to the SS-20. We 
have confidence th at  we would detect the  necessary  intercontinental -range tes t
ing of such a modified system. -. ,.../

E. Denial of test  information.— It  has  been repo rted in some ar ticles on SALT
that  the  Soviets have violated the Interim Agreement by encoding missile-test 
telemetry, and th at  such activity  is con trary to the  provisions of Artic le V of 
the Inte rim Agreement which were noted in Section V.A. above.. Such activity  
would be inconsistent with  those provisions of the Interim  Agreement if it im
peded verifica tion of compliance with agreement pro vis ions; it has  not been 
considered  to  ha ve done so. In the  SALT TWO negot iations, we-.have t rea ted  this 
subject in considerable  detai l, since such act ivity could affect, verifica tion of 
compliance with cer tain  provisions of the  agreement. , .

F. AS  AT.— It  has  been alleged th at  Soviet development of an ant i-sa tell ite 
system is a violat ion of the obligation not to int erfere  with nat ional technical 
means of verification of compliance with  SALT provisions. Since development  
of such systems is not prohibited, thi s program does not. call  . into  question 
Soviet compliance with exis ting agreements. The actua l use of an.ASAT system 
aga inst U.S. nat ional technical means is prohibited but  th is lias not occurred.

Question 2. Would you provide a complete lis t of issues related; to compliance 
raised in the Standing  Consultat ive Commission, and a full  explana tion  in each 
instance  as to the re solution?

Answer. The United Sta tes has  raise d a number of questions concern ing situa
tions and Soviet activities which appe ared  ambiguous and to ,en su re , th ere  is 
mutual understanding of SALT agreemen t provisions. These ques tions- involved 
ICBM launch control facili ties, concealment measures, the loca tion -and use of 
ABM and ai r defense  rad ars , the  definition of a heavy ICBM, and.  dismantling  
or destruction of replaced ICBM launchers. All of these questions aye the  subject 
ma tte r of a paper which is und er prepar ation in -the SALT Working Group of 
the  NSC Special Coordination Committee. It  will contain a thorough discuss ion 
of the background of each of the ma tte rs raised by either side ;as j\***ll as .tj ie dis
cussions and the curre nt sta tus  or outcome. All the  quest ions,ra ised have been 
dea lt with sati sfactorily . Of course, all the  r elevan t situ ations  drfdActivi ties con
tinue to be ca refu lly monitored,  as are  all  Soviet activities related to the  SALT
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agreements, and  it  is  the  clearly-estab lished  prerogative  of either side to reopen 
and  discuss fu rth er  any previously-discussed ma tter , or to open any new 
question,  a t any  time  the si tua tion w arr an ts i t.

Question S. [Deleted.]
Question 4- [Deleted.]
Question 5. (a ).  W hat  methods might be used to  te st  a  MIRV bus w itho ut giv

ing away the  fac t th at  the missile under test  had  a MIRVed capability ?
Question 5. (b ). How cer tain  would t he  United Sta tes  be of detec ting such an 

effort through nat ional technical means?
Answer. [Deleted.]
Question 6. (a ) Is  it  correct th at  MRVs are  not counted und er the proposed 

SALT ceilings, and MIRVs are?
(b) How can a  MRV test be told from a  MIRV test?
(c) Is the difference between a MRV and MIRV fully understood  and agreed 

to by the  two sides ?
Answer, (a ) [Deleted.]
(b) [Deleted.]
(c) [Deleted.]
Question 7. How would you charac terize the  difference  in verification prob

lems faced by the  United S tates and Soviet Union?
Answer. The difference between United  Sta tes  and  Soviet abil ity ,to verify 

compliance with  the  SALT TWO agreement  derives from the  difference between 
the  open U.S. socie ty and the  closed Soviet society. The  United States must rely 
almos t exclusively on nationa l technical mean s for  da ta on ver ificatio n; the  
Soviets, by con tras t, use nat ional tech nica l means  to supplem ent information 
rela ted to verification which they obtain from oth er (largely  public)  sources. 
The gre ate r U.S. dependence on nationa l techn ical means  makes the United 
States more vulnerable  to inter ference with or delibera te concealment from these 
means. For  thi s reason, the  United States has  ins isted  on str ict  provis ions aga inst 
inter ference or concealment as well as on oth er provis ions such as the  MIRV 
counting rules, that  improve our  abili ty to verify compliance by nat ional tech
nical means. We believe th at  these  provis ions ensu re adeq uate  vertif ication of 
the  agreem ent by the United  States . They also increase  the  risks to the Soviets 
of the detection of clandest ine activ ities . On balance,  there fore,  we believe that  
U.S. verification problem s will be manageable, although we recognize th at  they 
will be great er than those faced by the Soviet Union.

Question 8. How specific is our  understanding to da te  with  the  Soviet Union 
as to what would be covered in SALT THR EE?

Answer. The Delegations  in Geneva are working out  a “Joint Stateme nt of 
Princ iples  and Basic  Guidelines for  Subsequent  Negotiations on the Limitat ion 
of Stra tegic  Offensive Arms.”

[Deleted.]
Question 9. Clearly  SALT is beginning to encroach upon the ate r nuclear  

weapons cons iderat ions, partic ula rly  as they apply to NATO. How should that  
problem be handled in SALT THREE? How should  our Allies be pa rt of the 
process?

Answer. Through out the  SALT TWO negotiat ions  we have consul ted inte n
sively with  our  Allies. The SALT Delegat ion has frequently consulted with the 
North Atla ntic  Council at  the  NATO h ead quarters  in Brussels. These consulta 
tions  have involved deta iled  discussion of the curr ent s ta tus of the SALT negotia
tions  and cand id exchanges among the  part icipan ts. In  addition  ther e have l»een 
frequent bilate ral  consulta tions both in European cap tals and  in Washington 
to discuss  in de tai l SALT issues of intere st to our Allies. We have taken into 
consideration Allied concerns on all ma tte rs rela ted  to SALT, and the  Allies 
have  expressed  th eir  apprecia tion for  these efforts .

There has  been no decision made  on the  scope of SALT THREE, but  SALT 
THR EE may well involve system s of Allied int ere st to a gre ate r extent  than  
SALT TWO. If  this is the  case, it  will most cer tain ly lead  to even close r con
sultation  w ith the  Allies.

Senator  C ase. Ma y I  say  som eth ing  off the  record , please ?
[Discuss ion off th e r eco rd. ]
Senator  Church. Are  the re any more questio ns of Mr.  W arnk e?
Senator  Gle nn . Ye s; I  have  on e/
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DECLASSIFICATION, PRINTING  OF SALT BRIEFINGS

I  un de rst an d th at  the  State Dep ar tm en t would  like  fo r us to  move 
to dec lassify  a s much of  thi s meetin g and th e Nov ember  3 me eting  as 
possible.

Wo uld  it  be in o rder  to ask  AC DA  to go th ro ug h the  committ ee h ea r
ing  record  fo r November 3 an d fo r toda y’s m eet ing  wi th the idea of 
dec lass ifiy ing these mee ting s in  th ei r en tir ety,  or  as muc h as it is 
possible to  do ? I f  it  is in o rde r, I  wou ld so move.

Se na tor  Church. Suc h a motion  would  be in order, if  it  cou ld be 
made .

Se na tor  Cask. We could  always  ask  the m to do it,  bu t they  would 
have to  agree.

W ha t do you  th in k ?
Se na tor  Church. I  th in k i t w ould be salut ary to  do it.
Se na tor Case. We did ha ve a  som ewh at in form al  colloquy on several 

occasions and  th at  mi gh t be looked a t by o ur  staff.
Mr. J ones (comm ittee stal l']. It  does tak e for ma l act ion  by the  

com mit tee to  do  th is.
Se na tor  Chu rc h. Mr.  Warn ke, firs t of all , fro m the  sta nd po int of 

the  ad min ist ra tio n,  does the  ad min ist ra tio n have any object ion  t o the  
release of  a san itiz ed  vers ion a ft er  you h ave passed  upo n i t ?

Mr.  W arn ke. We hav e no disagr eem ent , ce rta inly  in pri nc iple, 
Se na tor  Churc h. The one concern th at  I  would  have is th at  we have 

been quite  fo rt hri ght abo ut th e progres s of  the nego tia tio ns  an d the  
pos itions of  bo th sides . I  wou ld wa nt  to avo id an ything  th a t would 
lead  the othe r side to  feel th at  w*e were  violat ing some so rt of  con
fidentia lity .

Se na tor Church. You wou ld have the op po rtun ity  to  review’ the  
text  and to  make such  changes as you  th in k are  necessa ry to  pro tec t 
ou r neg ot ia tin g po sition.

But  I  t hi nk  get tin g th is in form ati on  to  the publi c would  be he lpf ul.  
Al l th at  I  see in the pre ss are  crit icisms of  the  def ects and the weak
nesses. T he re  i s no  in hib ition  on those who are  oppose d t o the  trea ties.

Se na tor  Case. I  know it  is a big job  to  look  thes e ove r and ed it 
them before  they  are  made pub lic,  bu t I  th in k it  wou ld be wo rth  it.

Mr.  W arnke. I  agree wi th  th at , Se na tor Case, and we wil l cer 
ta in ly  do ou r best.

Se na tor  C hurc h. Al l rig ht . Th en  wi th th at un de rst an ding  we w ill 
pu t the  quest ion.

Is  the re objection ?
(No  response. ]
Se na tor  Churc h. Would a ll those  in  fa vo r so ind ica te by say ing aye.
(A  ch orus of  ayes.]
Se na tor  C hurch. Th ere  be ing  no object ion, i t i s so o rde red .
Mr. W arnk e, th an k you v ery  m uch  f or  you r appeara nce befor e th is 

committ ee t hi s m orn ing . We  tha nk  yo ur  colleagu es for  th ei r p ar ti ci pa 
tio n also.

This committee stands  adjourned.
CWhereupon, at 12 55 p.m., the committee adjourned, subject to  the 

call of the C hair.]
o
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